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CHAPTER

INTRODUCTION

This is the final report of the evaluation of the program called More

Effective Schools (hereafter referred to as MES) conducted in 21 New York

City elementary schools during the 1966-67 school year. This evaluation

was concerned primarily with estimating the quality of the in-class in-

structional program provided in MES, determining its effects on the chil-

dren participating, and contrasting both with the quality and, effects in

a set of eight schools designated as "control" schools for the evaluation

of the MES program, selected because of their similarity to an ME school

in terms of location and pupil population.

The MES Program

The More Effective Schools Program was originally detailed in a Re-

port to the Superintendent of Schools from a Joint Planning Committee es-

tablished by then Superintendent of Schools Calvin Gross.1 This Committee,

charged with the responsibility "for setting up a program for more effective

schools,"2 recommended a'multi- faceted program involving basic changes in

four areas, "pupils and curriculum personnel...school plant and organiza-

tion... (and) community relations. "3 Within these areas, the report went

'Report of the Joint Planning Committee for More Effective Schools to

the Superintendent of Schools, May 15, 1964, New York City Public Schools.

2
Ibid, p. i.

3lbid, p. ii,iii.
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on to detail twenty statements to guide policy in establishing the program,

involving such specifics as selecting participating schools to maximize

the likelihood of integration, setting a maximum class size of 22, provid-

ing teacher specialists, grouping classes heterogeneously, instituting

team teaching, and emphasizing school-community relationships.

The More Effective Schools program was first established in September

196h, in ten schools. It has been in existence in these schools ever since.

These schools, therefore, have had the MES program for three full academic

years and will be referred to in this report as the "Old" ME schools. In

September 1965, the program was expanded to include 11 more schools, and

so has been in existence in these schools for two years. These 11 schools

will be referred to as the "New" ME schools.

The 12166-67 Evaluation: Orientation and Philosophy

In its brief existence, MES has been evaluated three times. In Oc-

tober 1965, the administrative staff of the program prepared a memorandum
4

to the Superintendent of Schools reporting on the first year of the MES

program. 'In August 1966, the Center for Urban Education reported the re-

sults of a limited evaluation it conducted at the conclusion of the 1965-

66 school year.5 In September 1966: the Bureau of Educational Research

of the Board of Education reported the results of its evaluation of MES

4Memorandum on the first year of the More Effective Schools Program

1964-5 to Superintendent of Schools, New York City Board of Education,

Octoler, 1965.

5The More Effective Schools Program, Center For Urban Education,

August 31, 1966.



for this same 1965-66 school year.6 In planning this fourth evaluation of

MES, covering the 1966-67 school year, the evaluation staff used these

previous studies as both guides and foundations. Thus we studied some

aspects of the program such as ethnic composition of schools, and achieve-

ment in arithmetic and reading, even though these were previously studied,

so as to provide continuity in these evaluations throughout the three years

of MES. We omitted other potential aspects for study, such as parental re-

sponse, in the belief that parental enthusiasm and support for MES had al-

ready been documented and evidenced. Most important, we designed this eval-

uation to emphasize the placing of observers in classes in order to obtain

structured observations of in-class functioning, a technique for evaluation

not emphasized in the previous studied.

In planning this evaluation and preparing this report, we have tried

to keep in mind that the program being evaluated originally came into ex-

istence a few months after the publication of the report recommending it,

and had been in existence only two years when we began our study in the

fall of 1966. Indeed, in reading this report, the leader should under-

stand that this evaluation belongs to the family of short-term evaluations

conducted in the early years of a new program. Such evaluations cannot be

considered definitive studies of a program's worth, but rather as short-

term evaluations, that have their place in identifying the initial impact

of a program, providing evidence of its potential strengths and weaknesses,

6Evaluation of the More Effective Schools Program Summary Report,

Bureau of Educational Research, Board of Education of the City of New

York, September 1966.
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and providing a basis for predicting its ultimate effect. We present

data in that spirit, and hope that it will be read and discussed in a

similar light.

A final introdurrtory comment: throughout the study we received

complete freedom and cooperation from the central staff at the Center

for Urban Education, from the central administrative staff for MES, and

from the Bureau of Research of the New York City Board of Education.

The principals of the ME and control schools who participated in the

study, while reserving their right to disagree with the sense of some

of our research procedures, nevertheless made their schools fully avail-

able for study. Considering the year-long nature of the evaluation, and

the consequent year-long nature of our requests to send in observers and

examiners, the cooperation we received from them was outstanding and we

wish to acknowledge it gratefully.
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CHAPTER II

PROCEDURE

Overview

The basic purpose of the evaluation was to estimate the effectiveness

with which the ME schools functioned. We did this with four major kinds

of data. First, we built the study around a three-part series of observa-

tional visits to schools by two-person teams consisting of either two pro-

fessional educators or one educator and one social scientist. The visits

were conducted throughout the year, beginning in December and concluding

in May. During each of the three visits, the observers visited classes

and rated the quality of classroom functioning using structured rating

scales. At the second and third visits, the same observers obtained a

second kind of data by interviewing administrative and teaching staff,

using a structured interview guide to obtain staff appraisal of their own

selective roles and of the program. The third kind of data consisted of

children's perceptions of self and school, obtained by project staff ad-

ministering paper and pencil inventories to the children in the upper grades

of all ME schools. The final type of data to be discussed here are those

obtained by administration of sub -tests in arithmetic and reading from the

Metropolitan Achievement Battery.

In the control schools, the same research plan was followed except

that two, rather than three visits were made to each school, one, near

mid-year for observation of classes, and a second in May, to administer

the paper and pencil inventories to the children.

The original design for this study included a fifth kind of data, a
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retrospective survey of children's achievement, and of rated school function-

ing using the Cumulative Record Card. It was planned to collect these data

during the summer nonths when the record cards would not otherwise be used.

In early June, we were notified by the Board of Education that this plan

was no longer considered feasible and we had sufficient time available to

collect only one piece of background data, and only in ME schools. We were

able to send in clerical teams to ME schools to determine the year in which

each child in grades four, five, and six entered his present school. This

information was used to provide some insight into the relative achievement

of children who did and did not have continuous education in ME schools.

The Observational Visits

The three-part cycle of observational visits were conducted in December

-January, February-March, and in May. At each of these times, observational

teams visited classes in grades three through six. During the February-March

visit, different teams, selected because of their professional speciali-

zation in early childhood education, visited classes from prekindergarten

through second grade.

The Observers

The evaluation in the middle and upper elementary grades involved thirty

observers. Of these thirty, 23 were educators and 7 were social scientists.

The educators represented two different aspects of professional education.

Sixteen were faculty members of colleges and universities, representing

Departments or Schools of Education. All 16 were currently participating

in teacher education programs, and all had current and direct contact with

urban public school systems, particularly New York City. Each of the other



seven educators was the director of an independent private school in New

YeIrk City. These observers were recruited to represent the point of view

of the school administrator as well as the point of view of the independent

school educator. The social scientists were psychologists or sociologists

selected because they combined academic training in their own discipline

with professional affiliations with teacher education programs. Thus, all

observers had immediate and current contact with the New York City public

schools. Generally, each observation team consisted of two of the three

types of observers used.

Data from the first visit were analyzed separately by type of observer,

to determine if observer background made a difference in the qualitative

evaluations. There were only isolated differences among the three types of

observers, with no differences between the faculty members who were educators

and those who were social scientists. There were occasional differences on

specific items between the faculty groups and the independent school heads,

with all of these differences reflecting a tendency for the independent

school heads to give more positive ratings than either of the faculty groups.

Since the similarities and consistencies far outweighed these few differences,

we decided to combine the data from the three types of observers. In this

report, therefore, data will be reported based on all observers combined.

The same observers were used throughout the year of the study. Thus,

when we refer to observational data collected from ME and from control

schools, these data were obtained from the same obse..vers visiting both

types of schools. Similarly, when references are made to observational data

obtained from the three visits made during the year, these data, too, were

obtained from the same observers. In most instances the same observational
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team was sent back to the same schools throughout the year so that rapport

and relationships estatlished during the first visit could be built upon in

later visits.
1

An orientation session was held for all observers prior to their going

to the schools. At this session, the purpose of the study was explained and

the instruments were distributed and reviewed. Continuous communication was

maintained with the observers throughout the study, and revisions were made

in instruments for succeeding visits in the light of observers' suggestions.

At the orientation session one member of each observational team was designated

as the team leader, responsible for coordinating the activities of the team

with the school administration. To minimize the necessity for en-the-spot

decision making, a special telephone line was installed so that observational

teams would always be able to reach the project office. At the completion

of the project, a final session was held with the observers. At this session,

the project coordinator fed back to the observers the sense of the observer

data as project staff interpreted it and as it is presented in this report.

The observers agreed that these interpretations did reflect their perceptions

and evaluations of the schools that they had visited.

The Selection of Classes to be Observed

The procedure for selecting classes to be observed was different at each

NES visit. For the first visit, a member of the project staff used the school

orgailization sheet "A) randomly select for an observational visit one class at

1At different points in this report reference will be made to observational
data collected during the 1966-67 evaluation of the Free Choice Open Enrollment

program. These data were collected by the same observers used in the evaluation

of MES.



each grade from third through sixth. Additional classes were randomly selected

from those grades with the largest number of classes, so that six classes

were randomly selected from each school. The principal was then told which

classes had been selected and was asked to add three other classes by what-

ever process or criteria he chose. This practice was followed since the

primary purpose of these visits was to obtain a balanced view of the school,

and random selection did not assure us that perception. The process of ran-

dom selection assures bias-free selection, but with the small numbers involved

here, typically no more than four or five classes per grade, random selection

does not assure a representative sample. We asked the principal then to con-

sider the classes we had selected and add whatever classes he thought we

should see in order to produce a more balanced picture of his school. Of

the 180 classes selected for the first visit, 172 were actually observed.

The eight classes lost were due mostly to teacher absences, with one or two

unexpected trips producing an observer but not a class! In some instances

when a teacher was absent the principal suggested an alternate class which

could be observed. In the final breakdown, project staff selected 104 of

the classes observed at the first visit and principals selected 68. Consid-

ering grade in school, the 172 classes observed broke down into 51 each at

trades three, four, five, and 19 in grade six. This variation in grade six

will hold throughout the study as only 12 of the 21 schools had sixth-grade

classes.

The second visit involved observations of 74 classes. During this visit

we wished to see classes when our Observers were not expected and so project

staff selected all 74 classes to be observed. The principal was informed

only of the date of the visit, and of the fact that the observers would wart
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to drop in on classes during the day. The 74 classes involved 21 classes at

the third -nd fifth grades, 22 in the fourth, and ten in the sixth grade.

Three different types of classes were seen during this second visit.

Forty-eight were classes that had been obcerved during the first visit. We

wanted to see ten of them again because the observer had noted that he did

not consider the first lesson observed typical of normal classroom function-

ing. We wanted to see another 38 again, because the first time they had been

rated as extremely good or extremely poor, and we wanted to obtain some esti-

mate of the stability of these extreme ratings. Finally, 26 were classes

randomly selected in order to provide continuity to the observational data.

During the third visit, 67 classes were observed. The same procedure

was followed as in the second visit, in that project staff selected all classes

and principals were not informed of the classes selected. By grade, the classes

seen during the third visit involved 10 in the third grade, 15 in the fourth,

20 in the fifth, 9 in the sixth, and 13 composed of children in more than

one grade, taught by a specialist.

Table 1 summarizes these data for grades three to six. As can be seen

there, the evaluation of the MES program in the middle and upper elementary

grades is based on 300 observational visits to classes, all but 68 selected

by project staff.

At the same point in time as the second visit to the upper elementary

grades, a special team of observers, selected because of their specialization

in early childhood education, was sent into six of the ME schools to observe

prekindergarten through grade two. Sixty-eight classes were observed in this

phase of the project: 13 prekindergarten, 16 kindergarten, 20 in first grade,



Table 1

Number of Classes Seen in Middle
and Upper Elementary Grades in MES

by Visit, Grade in School,
and Selector

Grade in
School

One

Visit

Two Three
Selected All

by Project Visits

Selected
by Project

Selected
by Princ.

Selected
by Project

3 34 17 21 10 82

4 30 21 22 15 88

5 29 22 21 20 92

6 11 8 lo 9 38

Total 104 68 74 54a 300

a Thirteen classes were composed of children in more than one grade,
taught by a specialist.
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and 19 in second grade. In selecting these classes for observation,

the procedure for the first visit was used; i.e., project staff random-

ly selected two-thirds of the classes and principals were then notified

of our selection and invited to select the final third of the classes.

Because of absences and some late scheduling changes of the eventual 68

classes seen, 39 were selected by project staff and 29 by the principals.

Then during the third visit, an additional 23 classes were seen, consist-

ing of 1 kindergarten, 9 first grades, and 12 second grades. All 23 of

these classes were chosen by project staff. In all, 91 classes were seen

in the early childhood years.

In eight control schools, as was noted earlier in this section,

two visits were conducted with only the first visit in January devoted

to class observations. This visit was scheduled in the same manner as

was the first visit in MES; six classes were randomly selected by the

project staff and the principal was invited to add three others after

learning which six we had selected. Of the 72 classes selected in this

way, 68 were actually observed, 44 selected by project staff, and 24 se-

lected by the principal. By grade, these involved 24 classes in grade

three, 19 in grade four, 17 in grade five, and 8 in the four control

schools that included grade six.

Table 2 summarizes the number of classes seen in the control schools,

by grade and by selector.

The Instruments

Nine research instruments were used during this study. Each of

them will be discussed and its role in the evaluation explained.
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Table 2

Number of Classes Seen in Middle
and Upper Elementary Grades

in Control Schools, by
Grade in School, and

Selector

Grade in Selected Selected

School b Pro ect b Princi al Total

Total

14 10 24

15 4 19

11 6 17

4 4 V

44 24 68
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1) The Individual Lesson Observation Report (hereafter referred to as

the ILOR).

This instrument was the basic device for obtaining the observers'

perceptions of the lessons observed. The ILOR consists of two sections,

one providing the details of the lesson observed and the other contain-

ing 18 rating scales covering specific aspects of the lesson. In the

first section, the observer was asked to indicate the subject field of

the lesson, who taught the lesson, the length of the observation, and

whether or not the observer saw the entire lesson. Finally, the observer

was asked to indicate, whether or not he perceived this lesson as "typical

of normal functioning in this classroom." Throughout the study, about

two-thirds of the lessons were rated as being "completely typical" and

another one-fourth as being a "reasonable approximation" of what usually

took place in the classroom. At each visit then, five or six per cent

of the lessons were rated as "less than a reasonable approximation" of

normal functioning in the classroom.2 Most often these ratings involved

some special activity or a non-teaching activity. In only isolated in-

stances did the rating reflect the observer's judgment that he was watch-

ing a lesson particularly developed for his benefit.

The second section of the ILOR was developed to cover four areas

of classroom functioning involving the teacher, and a fifth involving

the children. The four areas involving teacher functioning were:

1) Planning and Organization (2 items); 2) Provision for Continuity and
AMC M11111111.

2These classes rated as not typical during the first visit were se-
lected for observation during the second visit. In no case was the rat-
ing repeated, although the observer was different and did not know of the
first rating.
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and Independent Work (4 items); 3) Adaptation to and Utilization of Class

Size (2 items); and 4) Creativity and Quality of Instruction (5 items).

The fifth area consisted of five items on children's functioning.

The basic rating scale used was a five-point scale centered around

a midpoint considered "average." Above this midpoint were two ratings, one

labeled "above average," and an extreme positive rating labeled "outstand-

ing." Below the average midpoint were two parallel negative ratings, one

labeled "below average" or "poor," and the negative extreme, usually labeled

"extremely poor." More important than the labels, was the fact that dur-

ing the briefing of the observers the five-point scale was explained as

ranging from atypically good to atypically bad, around the average midpoint.

Reliability and Validity of the ILOR

No attempt is made on the ILOR to delineate or describe for the observer

what each of the rating scale points means in terms of actual classroom be-

havior. Nor was any effort made to do this during the briefing. This means

that each observer brought to the observation his own perception of quality

functioning in each area. The value of these data then rests on the reliability

of such judgments by independent observers. Estimates of this reliability

are available fram two sources. The ILOR was first used in the 1966-67 eval-

uation of the Free Choice Open Enrollment program. Here, estimates of its

reliability were provided by having two observers see and rate the same class,

and computing the per cent of time they assigned ratings which were identical

or within one scale point. For different aspects of the ILOR, these esti-

mates were 90.6 per cent and 96.4 per cent. This same procedure was followed

in this evaluation of MES. In each visit to each school, one class was ran-

domly selected to be seen by the two observers who completed the ILOR indepen-

dently. Analysis of these data indicate that overall, the observers either

gave the same rating or ratings one point apart, 95 per cent of the time.

For the items on teacher functioning, the estimate of reliability was 96.4

per cent Pand for the items on children's functioning 92.7 per cent. Moreover,
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almost all of the discrepancies of a single scale point involved differences

within the same quality of evaluation, e.g., a difference between a rating

of 1 representing "outstanding" and a rating of 2 representing "above average."

Thus the data from both these studies suggest that the ILOR produces

reliable ratings of the phenomena being observed, despite the lack of any

definitions of gradations of quality.

In addition to these reliability estimates based upon independent ratings

of the same lessons, we noted earlier in this section that we sought to esti-

mate the stability of extremely positive or negative ratings on the ILOR over

a period of time. To accomplish this, we selected a sample of classes rated

during the first visit at either the positive or negative extreme of the

scale on quality of instruction. During the second visit we sent a different

observer to these classes. The observer had no knowledge that the class had been

seen before, and if he discovered this daring the visit, had no basis for

knowing why it was being seen a second time. The two sets of ratings were

compared for these 38 classes and were identical, or within one scale point

of each other 81 per cent of the time. This indicates that the observer's

judgment of extreme high or low quality instruction is reasonably stable over

time.

As to validity, the ILOR can only be defended in terms of validity of

content. The basic source of the 18 aspects of classroom functioning which

were evaluated were the objecticves stated or implied in the project proposal

for More Effective Schools. These were supplemented by some criteria added

by project staff and our consultants.
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2) The Teacher Behavior Record

The observers rated teacher's attitude and in-class behavior using the

Teacher Behavior Record (TBR), an instrument developed by Ryans.3 This

instrument asks the observer to rate the teacher on 19 different attitudinal

or behavioral characteristics. For each characteristic opposite behaviors

are described both through single adjectives (e.g., unsympathetic, under-

standing), and through a brief explanation of each extreme. The observer is

offered a seven-point rating scale for each characteristic.

Reliability and Validity of the TBR

In his book, Ryans reports varied estimates of reliability for the'scale.
4

For the 19 separate subscales, he reports reliabilities ranging from .60 to

.86, and for the composite scale he reports reliability estimates ranging

from .64 to .70.

For the use to which we put the TBR, reliability can also be estimated

from the 1965-66 study of the Free Choice Open Enrollment program in which

it was used, and from the current study, in each case based on pairs of

independent ratings. In the Open Enrollment study, for ratings of 21 teachers,

the ratings were identical or one scale point apart 76.4 per cent of the time,

and two scale points apart 18.3 per cent of the time. Thus they differed more

than two points only 5.3 per cent of the time. Similar data are available

from the current study, and indicate slightly higher consistency. In this

study, 80.6 per cent of the pairs of ratings for 19 teachers were identical

to nithin one scale point, and another 15.8 per cent were within two points,

3,Ryans, D.G. Characteristics of Teachers, American Council on Education,

(Washington, D.C., 1960)pp.414.

4Ibid, pp. 107-121.
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with only 3.6 per cent three points apart, and none more than this.

3) The General School Report

At the completion of the first visit, each observer independently completed

a second instrument, called the General School Report (GSR). The GSR consisted

of four sections. In the first section, the observer was asked to rate two

special features of the MES program; reduced class size and heterogeneous

groupings. Be was then asked to rate the extent and the effectiveness with

which he had seen these features used. The second section was designed to

obtain some estimate of the overall climate and character of the school.

This section consisted of eight items using the basic five-point rating scale

used in the ILOR. Two of tLese items involved the physical attractiveness of

the school and the classes; the other six covered aspects of school climate,

in general, and specifically, attitudes of administrative and teaching staff

and children. The third section of the GSR offered the observer the chance

to list the effective feature. of MES as well as the problems he saw in the

school which he considered peculiar to MES. The final section of the GSR asked

the observer to indicate his overall appraisal of MES, based on this visit,

assuming that the instruction he had seen was typical of all MES schools.

There were three items designed to obtain this overall estimate: one asked

how the observer would feel about having a child of his own in the school,

one asked for an opinion of what should be done about MES, and one asked for

an opinion as to whether the instruction he had seen was superior to that

offered in the typical school.

In the control schools, the GSR was briefer, since the first and third

sections referring specifically to MES were eliminated.
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Reliability and Validity off,' the GSR

The reliability of the GSR can be directly estimated due to the fact that

in each school two observers completed it independently.

Reliability was estimated only for the items on climate and attitude

since the observer's perception of physical attractiveness might well have

been different since they were in different classrooms. The pairs of ratings

on climate and attitude were identical or within one scale point of each other

91 per cent of the time. Equally important, all but two of the larger dis-

crepancies involved one observer giving a rating of average while the other

gave an 'extreme rating. Thus, only twice in 120 pairs of ratings did the

observers differ in the quality of their ratings and both these discrepancies

involved the same two observers in the same school.

01 the third section, the overall ratings of the program were based on

its functioning in the school just seen. These ratings were identical or

to within one scale point of each other 90 per cent of the time, and here too

there were only two instances of qualitatively, different responses.

In general, then, the GSR demonstrated satisfactory reliability, as the

estimates obtained were consistently high and as the discrepancies which did

occur seldom reflected observers coming to opposite conclusions.

The validity of the GSR, like that of the ILOR, rests on the content it

includes. The first section has its origin in the basic description of MES,

and the criteria included in the later sections stem both from the MES pro-

ject proposal and the perceptions of project staff.

4) The Teacher Questionnaire

In an effort to obtain a wide basis for estimating teacher reaction to MES,
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classroom and cluster teachers5 listed on the school organization sheets

given to us. Of these, 371 were returned to the project in the stamped

envelope provided, a return of 32.4 per cent. This is a reasonable re-

turn for a mailed questionnaire, but was disappointing in this instance,

since we had azr,umed that staff involvement in the future of MES would

motivate a large proportion of the teachers to take the opportunity to

express their opinion for the record. For reasons we cannot estimate,

they did not take the opportunity in proportions much larger than people

typically do when mailed a questionnaire.

There were no differences in the proportion of returns from the

schools which had MES three years compared to those which had had MES

only two years. There were differences, however, for the different

grades taught. The low returns came from teachers in kindergarten (26

per cent), grade one (29 per cent) and grade four (30 per cent), with

the higher response from the teachers in grade six (43 per cent) and

prekindergarten (48 per cent). No pattern is indicated in these differ-

ences and so they are most probably chance fluctuations. Somewhat larger

proportions of regular classroom teachers (34 per cent) returned the ques-

tionnaire than of cluster teachers (27 per cent), but this too seems do

us to be a statistic of limited educational significance.

The questionnaire, deliberately kept brief, covered three areas:

1) descriptive information about the background experience and current

5A cluster teacher is an additional teacher assigned to work with a

group of three other teachers on a regular basis, to relieve these teachers

for preparation time; to allow for work with smaller groups in a class.
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position of the teacher; 2) a general appraisal of MES and of ten specific

features of the program, and 3) the teacher's perception of the strengths

and weaknesses of MES and his recommendations to improve the program. It

concluded by asking if the teacher were willing to be interviewed to dis-

cuss his views further. Of the 371 who returned the questionnaire, 271

or 58 per cent said they were willing, 115 or 31 per cent said they were

not, and the other 39 (11 per cent) left the item blank. All teachers

interviewed subsequently were selected from the 271 who had said they

were willing.

5) The Administration and Staff Interview Guides

To provide administrative and teaching staff and specialists with

an opportunity to express their opinons about MES, half of the observers'

time during the second and third visits was devoted to conducting individual

face-to-face interviews with these members of the school faculty. These

were structured interviews, in which the observer was given a specific

list of questions to ask. For many questions, the guide also provided

options for the observer to categorize the nature of the response and,

where appropriate, rate the opinion expressed on a positive-negative

scale. During their briefing, it was made clear to the observers that

they were free to ask as many additional questions as necessary for

clarification. Thus they were encouraged to continue to ask questions

until they felt comfortable about the categorization or rating.

The interview guides for teachers and specialists were intended

to cover seven areas: 1) the respondent's opinions about MES in general

and as implemented in his present school, 2) his perceptions of the

orientation and/or special training received for MES, 3) changes made
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as a result of MES in areas like curriculum and methods of instruction,

4) his perception of changes in children's functioning and attitudes, 5)

his perception of the changes in parent-school relationships, 6) his

opinions as to differences in his own role and functioning in an MES as

opposed to a regular school, and 7) the strengths and weaknesses of MES

and recommendations for improving the program.

The interview guide for the principal covered these same seven

areas. The area of parental response was covered in much greater detail,

as the principal was asked to describe his efforts to establish school-

parent relationships. In addition, he was asked about how MES was

introduced into the school and his reaction to the administrative

aspects of the program.

During the second visit, interviews were conducted with all

twenty of the principals in schools which had middle and upper elementary

grades. At this same time, interviews were also conducted with 38

assistant principals (at least one in every school), 19 guidance

counselors, 16 reading sepcialists, 9 community coordinators, 6 school

psychologists,5 social workers, 5 audiovisual specialists, and 22 other

specialists in health, speech, music, art,and library, with no more

than four interviewed in any one specialty.

Teacher interviews were conducted at the third visit. Again

the observers used about half of their time in each school to conduct

these interviews. A total of 81 interviews with teachers were conducted

using the basic outline discussed above. Since it was not possible to

interview all 271 teachers who had indicated a willingness to be

interviewed, some basis for selecting had to be developed. It was

decided to use the teachers' overall opinion about MES (as expressed

on the questionnaire) and the grade she was teaching as the basis for
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selection. Since only 12 teachers had expressed negative opinions about

MES, it was decided to interview all seven of these 12 who had said they

were willing. Similarly, all 15 willing to be interviewed of the 21

who had only "slightly positive" feelings were interviewed. The sample

was completed by randomly selecting a 15 per cent sample of those with

strongly positive feelings to represent the different grade levels.

It is important to note, however, that because of this selection

procees the sample of teachers ultimately interviewed cannot be

considered a randomly selected sample of those who said they were

willing. The small proportion with negative or slightly positive

feelings is more fully represented than the large majority (86 per cent)

with "strongly" or "completely positive" feelings. In the presentation

of the data from the interviews with teachers, this point should be

kept in mind.

6) Children's Perception of Class, School, and SchoolinE

To obtain some estimate of how the children in the ME and control

schools felt about their school, their class, and their own place in

the educational process, two paper and pencil inventories were used, one

entitled My Class, and the other My School. My Class consists of twenty

descriptive statements about class and classmates, to which children can

either agree, disagree, or indicate uncertainty. Ten of the statements

are phrased positively, and ten negatively. The instxument can be, and

was, analyzed to yield both the response pattern to each item and a

total score for each child expressing his general orientation on a

positive-negative continuum. My School is a similar inventory, except

that the 17 statements that comprise it are oriented to school, school

staff, and the child's own perception of himself as a learner, in

general and during the past year, This inventory offers the child
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two gradations of a positive response and two of a negative response.

It was analyzed in terms of item response patterns only.

These inventories were used only in grades four, five, and six.

Every child present on the day when they were administered received one

of them. Within each grade in each ME and control school, classes

were randomly assigned to receive either &CA!! or My School.

Even though these were used only in the upper grades, children were paced

through the inventory by a project staff member who read each item

aloud. To maximize the likelihood of frank responses, teachers were

asked to leave the room while the inventories were being completed.

No data are available on the reliability of these inventories.

Some indication of the stability of My Class is provided by the fact

that, it was, used in two studies of the children in the Free Choice

Open Enrollment program. These studies, conducted two years apart,

nevertheless reported similar, and often nearly identical data, both

for the item response patterns and the distribution of total scoree

on the positive-negative continuum.

7,8) Children's Achievement in Reading and Arithmetic

The estimates of children's academic achievement reported in this

study are all obtained from the administration of the Metropolitan Achieve-

ment Tests in Reading and in Arithmetic. The tests in reading were

administered in October 1966, and again in April of 1967. The best in

arithmetic was administered in March of 1967. These three administrations

were part of the citywide testing program. The tests were given in

class by the regular classroom teacher. They were scored by the test

scoring service provided by the publisher. Through provision

made by the Center for Urban Education and the cooperation of the

Bureau of Research of the New York City Board of Education, copies

of all data were transmitted directly to the project staff.
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Our initial analyses of these current data, and particularly

comparison of the April 1966 reading scores with the October 1966

reading scores, suggested that in ME schools there was evidence of a

decline in reading level from the levels achieved in April to the levels

reported in October. Therefore, we requested permission from the Board

of Education to permit project staff to test a sample of classes in MES

schools in June 1967 to determine if progress continued after April

and the decline came over the summer months, or if there was evidence

of some tapering off as early as June. This permission was granted.

In early June, therefore, an alternate form of the Metropolitan Reading

test was administered by project staff in 218 classes in grades two

through six of the twenty MES schools with such grades.

The publishers of the Metropolitan Reading Tests offer two different

sets of norms by which standard scores can be converted into grade

equivalents. One of these sets is used to convert scores using national

norms. The second set has been developed for use in large urban centers

where the proportions of transient and mobile pupils and of disad-

vantag0 pupils make the use of the national norms of doubtful validity.

For any one score, the use of the urban norms results in a grade

equivalent .1 or .2 higher than that obtained through the use of the

national norms. Since the test scoring service involved used the

urban norms as the basis for determining grade equivalents, the data

reported here on achievement in reading are .1 to .2 higher than they

would be if national norms had been used. This reference will be

provided the reader in the section reporting these data.

Two other points are important to keep in mind in evaluating the

achievement data reported here. The Metropolitan Achievement Tests in

Reading come in several levels. Three levels were used in the schools

being studied here: the Upper Primary level used it. grade two, the
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Elementary level used in grade three and four, and the Intermediate

level used in grades five and six. Each of these levels has both

a "floor" and a "ceiling," in the sense that there is both a minimum

and maximum grade level a child can achieve. For example, on the

Upper Primary and Elementary levels, a child who gets no items

correct will nevertheless obtain a reading grade equivalent of

1.0. On the Intermediate level, this minimum reading grade equivalent

is 3.0. At the opposite end of the scale, a child who turns in a

perfect paper on the Intermediate level cannot achieve a reading

grade equivalent above 10.0, and the maximum on the Elementary

level is a reading grade equivalent of 7.9. Because of this curtailment

at both ends of the distribution, we have reported averages in terms

of medians throughout the sections reporting these data.

Another critical aspect of the Metropolitan Tests which should

be understood in evaluating these results is that each item the child

answers correctly is converted to .1 of a reading grade and in

some instances a single item is converted to .2 of a reading

grade. Thus, when we speak of differences of a tenth of a reading

grade we are referring to differences of one item correct. For example,

a fourth grader who took the Elementary level of the Metropolitan Test

in Reading and answered 28 items correctly would have a reading grade

equivalent of 4.5. A second fourth grader who took that same test and

answered 29 items correctly would have achieved a reading grade equivalent

of 4.7.

9) Ethnic Composition, Evaluation of Attendance, Class Size and Cost

At an early planning session of project staff with representatives
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of the Bureau of Research of the Board of Education, it was decided that

it would be valuable to extend for another year the analysis of attendance,

class size, ethnic composition of schools, and costs contained in the

Bureau's 1966 report of MES. Since these data are routinely collected

by the Bureau of Educational Program Research and Statistics, they

were regularly available. Dr. Leonard Moriber of the Bureau not only

collected these data, but also wrote a summary on them. This section

appears, as he prepared it, in Appendix A.

Bases For Evaluative Conclusions

Any evaluation study must have bases against which to come to

evaluative judgments. In this study we used four different bases.

In the areas from which we desired rating data from the observers,

we compared the distributions of ratings obtained in the ME schools

with two other sets of ratings. The first set was that obtained

from those schools officially designated as control schools for the

evaluation of the MES program. These are the same schools used for

comparative purposes in the 1966 evaluation reported by the New York

City Board of Education. The second set of data that we used were

obtained from the 1966-67 evaluation of the Free Choice Open Enrollment

program. Since this evaluation was conducted by the same research

staff, we deliberately used the same observers, and to the extent they

were applicable, the same instruments for rating children's functioning,

teacher functioning, and aspects of overall school quality. In this

evaluation, then, we used the ratings obtained from the 11 "sending"

schools studied for the Free Choice Open Enrollment program. These are

special service schools from which children aTe bussed to other schools
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in order to promote integration. The sending schools from which

data are reported here were randomly selected from all sending schools

in Manhattan, the Bronx, Brooklyn, and Queens.6

In the areas of achievement in arithmetic and reading we used as

bases of comparison the norms for urban schools provided by the publisher,

and the conventional standard of dividing the school year into nine

testing intervals, from the 15th of September through the 15th of June,

with the tenth interval over the summer. Since all tests reported here

were given in either the first two weeks of October, March, or April,

we used as normal expectation the grade plus one month (for October),

six months (for March), or seven months (for April). Achievement was

also compared in the matched control and ME schools. Finally, to

evaluate the long-term effect of the MES program we used as a base-

line the data available from the ME schools before the program began.

In a sense, this is matching these schools with themselves as a control.

For research purposes, this measure provides the soundest basis for

evaluation of change.

Analysis of Data

The nine areas in which instruments were used produced data of

different kinds. We shall note here how these data were analyzed and

haw they will be presented. The observers' ratings of lessons, classes,

schools, and teachers all produced objective rating data. These were

initially analyzed at a maximum level of specificity to make possible

6There are no sending schools in Richmond, since Open Enrollment

does not operate there.
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several comparisons. Thus, data were analyzed separately and compared

for: 1) whether the class seen was chosen by the principal or by project

staff (on the first visit only); 2) the background and experience of the

observer, i.e., educator on faculty, educator in independent education,

or social scientist; 3) the grade in school; 4) the subject of the lesson;

5) whether the school was an old or a new ME school.

There were no consistent differences between the gradations for

any of these variables, therefore, the rating data will be reported

for all schools and all grades combined. We noted earlier that for a

few items the independent school educators had more positive ratings

than either group of faculty members. Similar isolated differences

occured, of course, for all of the five comparisons made above. But

overall, the data within comparison were so remarkably stable and

similar that they were combined for simplicity of reporting and under-

standing.

The same similarity holds between the levels of achievement in

Old and New ME schools in arithmetic and reading. We have, however,

reported the data separately so that the new data can be used by any

reader wishing to employ them in order to extend data in areas reported

in previous evaluations of MES. All previous evaluations which refer

to achievement have, as we have done, distinguished the Old from the

New ME schools.

The data obtained from the paper and pencil instruments administered

to children and to teachers were handled in the same way as the rating

data, and the same consistency was found. Therefore, they too



are reported for all schools and grades combined.

Finally, the data from the open-end questions on all instruments:

observers, interviews, and teacher questionnaire, were subjected to a

simple descriptive content analysis and are presented for all schools

and grades combined.

In contrast to the similarity of the data by variables such as

who chose the class, type of observer, and grade in school, there were

sharp differences from school to school within the 20 or 21 ME schools.?

Therefore, throughout the report an effort will be made to indicate the

scope of this variability to the reader.

A final aspect of the data analysis was to test for the statistical

significance of the observed differences in the distribution of ratings

between ME and control schools, and ME and OE sending schools. This

was done by using the chi-square test, at the .05 level of significance.

Presentation of Data

The results of the evaluation are presented in Chapters three

through seven. Chapter three presents the data on children's functioning,

combining the observers' ratings, the children's perceptions, and the

levels of achievement in arithmetic and reading. Chapter four presents

the data on teachers' functioning, based on observers' ratings. Chapter

five presents the observers' ratings in the area of overall school

appraisal. Chapter six presents the data on child and teacher

71n the analysis of data from the middle elementary grades there

are twenty schools in the ME" program which have such grades. The 21st

school goes up to grade two, and is therefore included in the analysis

of data on the early childhood grades.
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functioning for the study in the early childhood years. Finally,

Chapter seven presents the data on staff preceptions of the MES program.

In these chapters presenting the results of the study, the basic purpose

will be to descriptively present the data. The discussion of the

results and conclusions of the study, as seen by the project coordinator,

will be presented separately in Chapter eight.



CHAPTER III

CHILDREN'S FUNCTIONING

The basic aim of MES is effective functioning of children. This

evaluation estimated pupil functioning in four ways. First, within the

ILOR there were five items through which the observers were asked to

rate the children's "interest and enthusiasm," "verbal fluency," "partic-

ipation" in the lesson, "spontaneous questioning," and "volunteering in

response to teacher questions." Second, the children's own perceptions

of class, school, and self as a learner were obtained through the in-

ventories, a Class and a School. Third, academic achievement in

arithmetic was estimated from the Metropolitan Achievement Test admin-

istered in March 1967, from the Metropolitan Achievement Test used in

previous evaluations of MES. Finally, more extensive data were availelle

to estimate achievement in reading. These data were from the Metropoli-

tan Achievement Tests administered during this evaluation in October 1966,

April 1967, and June 1967, and also administered twice in each of the

preceding two years. These four kinds of data will be discussed in this

chapter in the order noted above.

Ratings of Childrenls_In-Class Functioning

Of the five aspects for which the observers rated children's func-

tioning in class, the ratings in ME and control schools were no different

on four: verbal fluency, interest and enthusiasm, extent of participation,

and frequency of volunteering in response to teacher questions. The one

difference occurred in the frequency of spontaneous questioning; the
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small proportion of times this occurred in ME schools was even smaller in

the control schools. Overall, then, the data suggest that in both sets

of schools the children exhibited what the observers considered average

verbal fluency and better than average interest and enthusiasm. More

than half the class participated in the modal lesson, and more than half

volunteered a response when the teacher asked a question. In contrast,

very few children raised spcntaneous questions in the lessons observed.

Data for these five aspects are presented individually.

Aspect of Evaluation
and Comparison

1) Verbal fluency of
children who parti-

cipated in lesson:

There was no statis-

tically significant
difference between
ME and control
schools or between ME
and OE sending
schools.

Source: ILOR

Findin

In about 40 per cent of both the ME and control

school lessons, the verbal fluency of the chil-

dren was rated "average", in about 35 per cent

it was rated "below average" or "extremely

poor." In only a quarter of the lessons in

either ME or control schools was the fluency

rated "better than average" or "outstanding."

Scale MES

Per Cent

OE
SendinControl

Outstanding 2 1 2

Better than average 20 24 19

Average 42 40 40

Below average 32 30 33

Extremely poor 4 5 6



Aspect of Evaluation
and Comparison

2) Children's inter-
est and enthusiasm

during lesson:

There was no statis-
tically significant
difference between
ME and either con-
trol or OE sending
schools.

Source: ILOR

3) Overall partici-
pation of children

in lesson:

There was no statis-

tically significant
difference between
ME and either con-
rol or OE sending
schools.

Source: ILOR

Finding

About half the lessons observed in both the MES

and control schools received "better than

average" or "outstanding" ratings with the

majority of other ratings "average."

Scale MES

Per Cent
OE

SendingControl

Outstanding 14 5 11

Better than average 37 39 36

Average 30 36 29

Below average 12 17 18

Extremely poor 7 3 6

In three-fourths of the MES lessons and two-

thirds of the control lessons observed, "more

than half" or "almost all" the class partici-

pated; the remaining lessons were about evenly

divided between those in which "half the class"

participated and those in which "less than

half" participated. Only rarely did "few"

children participate in a lesson.

Scale

All, or almost all
the class partici-
pated.

More than half the

class participated

About half the class

participated

Less than half the
class participated

Few children parti-

cipated

Per Cent

MES Control

OE
Sending

40 34 32

36 33 4o

9 15 13

9 17 8

6 1. 7



Aspect of Evaluation
and Comparison

4) Proportion of chil-
dren who volun-

teered in response to
teacher questions:

There was no statis-
tically significant
difference between NE
and control or OE
sending schools.

Source: ILOR

5) Number of children
who raised sponta-

neous questions:

There was a statis-
tically significant
difference: al-

though in only a few
lessons did many chil-
dren raise spontaneous
questions, this did
happen more often in
ME than in either con-
trol or OE sending
schools.
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Finding

In abrut half the lessons observed in both ME
and 7,ntrol schools, "more than half, or "al-
most all" the children volunteered. Most
rataigs for the remaining lessons indicate that
"about half the children" or "less than half"
of the children volunteered. Only occasionally
did "very few" children participate.

Scale MES

Per Cent
OE

SendinE_Control

Almost all the
children

18 12 15

More than half 32 31 17

About half the
children 20 29 38

Less than half
the children 20 13 19

Very few children 10 15

In the overwhelming majority of both ME and
control school lessons, "less than half" or
'very few" children raised spontaneous ques-
tions. Nevertheless, this occurred in fewer
ME than control lessons, so that in 15 per
cent of the MES classes compared with only
five per cent of the control lessons, half or
more of the children raised spontaneous ques-
tions.

Scale MES

Per Cent
OE

Control Sending

Almost every child 1 0 1

More than half 6 1 1

About half 9 4

Less than half 17 9 10

Very few children
raised spontaneous
questions 67 86 84



Children's Perceptions of Class, School, and Self as Learner

As noted in the procedure section of the inventories, a Class or

Mir School was administered to all children in grades four, five, and six

of the twenty ME schools with such grades, and in the eight control

schools. Table 3 presents the number of'children completing each of the

inventories, by grade and type of school.

Table 3

Number of Children Completing a Class and a School,

by Grade and Type of School

Grade Old MES

My Class

Control Old MES

My School

ControlNew MES New MES

4 616 486 328 606 481 338

5 545 413 286 54o 418 263

6 335 192 131 259 139 144

All Grades 1496 1091 745 1405 1038 745

The inventory, M Class, yields an overall score which reflects the

child's perception of his class and classmates. The distribution of such

scores is presented in Table 4 for ME schools and for the control schools.

As a further basis of evaluation, Table 4 also presents the distribution

of scores on this instrument obtained in June 1966, during the evaluation

of the Free Choice Open Enrollment program. Data are available from that

study reflecting the perceptions of children in "sending schools" (i.

those schools from which children were bussed) and the perceptions of

children participating in the Open Enrollment program (ite., children
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Table 4

Distribution of Scores on My Class,
by Type of School

Quality of
Perception Score

Per Cent of Children Achieving Indicated Score in:

MES Control Sending Open Enrollment

20-16

15-13

12-9

2

4

12

1

3

6

0

0

7

0

0

13

Positive 8-5 18 17 29 35

4-1 23 24 34 27

Balanced 0 6 8 7 9

1-4 18 23 18 13

Negative 5-8 12 14 5 3

9-12 4 3 * *

13-15 1 1 0 0

16-20 * * 0 0

Total Positive 59 51 70 75

Total Negative 35 41 23 16

Median +2.1 +0.8 +2.9 +4.2

*There were some children in this category but too few to round to 1 per cent.
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who were bussed to other schools). Since there were no consistent dif-

ferences in the scores achieved by children in old and new ME schools or

in the different grades to which Mgr Class was administered, the data in

Table 4 are presented for all grades combined in all ME schools.

The scores in ME schools covered the full range of possible scores,

with a heavy clustering in both the mild positive (41 per cent) and mild

negative (30 per cent) points of view. The median score of 2.1 cor-

roborates this view, for it too reflects that the average child in the

ME schools had a slightly positive perception of class and classmates.

Overall, 59 per cent of the children in ME schools had positive percep-

tions. Comparing these data to those of children in the control schools,

the MES children had slightly more positive perceptions, since 51 per

cent of the children in control schools had positive perceptions and the

median score was .8.

However, comparing the data to those collected a year earlier in

the 1965-66 evaluation of the Free Choice Open Enrollment program, we

find the children in ME schools were less likely to have positive per-

ceptions than either the children in sending schools or those being

bussed to an open enrollment school. This is true particularly in com-

parison to the children bussed, 75 per cent of whom had positive per-

ceptions with a median score of 4.2.

Even allowing for the year lapse between the two studies, one would

conclude that the NES program has not had any pronounced impact on chil-

dren's perceptions of class and classmates, as measured by this instrument.

In addition to the overall score, Class can be analyzed in toms

of the response pattern to the individual items. When this was done, no

IP I
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differences were found between Old and New ME schools. The data for the

analysis of the items are reported in Table 5 for all ME schools combined.

As a further basis for comparison, the data from the 1966 study of Open

Enrollment are also included.

A glance down the first two columns of Table 5 indicates that the

differences between ME and Control children are usually negligible: the

differences are five per cent or less for nine of the 19 items, and are

between six per cent and ten per cent for seven more items. The differ-

ences exceed ten per cent for only three items, and in all three, larger

proportions of children in the ME school held the positive perception.

These items involved the fact that MES children were more 1.1kely to

express a feeling of belonging to the class, to note that the children

in class are willing to try someth!ng new, and to note that they do have

the things needed to do their best work.

Comparing the children in ME and OE sending schools, the differences

were even smaller than in the comparison of ME and control schools. For

18 of the 19 items the differences were five per cent or less. In fact,

for 12 items the differences were two per cent or less. The one differ-

ence beyond the five per cent level was only six per cent. Compared to

the children bussed in Open Enrollment, differences were five per cent

or less for ll items, and exceeded ten per cent for three. On all three,

the Open Enrollment children were more likely to hold the positive per-

ception; that is, larger proportions of Open Enrollment children believed

that everyone in their class had a chance to show what he could do, and

that their classmates were polite and not mean.
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Table 5

Itemesponse Patterns for &Class, by Type of School.*

Type of School

Statement MES Control OE Send. OE Rec'v
a

Everyone can do a good job if he tries. 92 93 95 94

Good class, except for one or two children. 85 83 82 82

Do interesting things in class. 77 83 78 82

Can have a good time in class.
74 72 78 74

Not hard to make friends. 71 67 70 71

Children in class happy when you do something for them. 72 64 66 72

Everyone in class has a chance to show what he can do. 64 68 65 74

Don't need better classroom to do best work. 59 62 56 60

Everyone in this class wants to work hard. 52 45 52 61

Feel that they do belong in this class. 51 39 49 48

Everyone is trying to keep classroom nice. 47 40 43 53

Children in class are not pretty mean. 45 38 44 57

Children do want to try new things. 45 33 44 47

Do :lave things needed to do best work. 43 30 39 40

Everyone in class is polite. 38 31 38 48

A lot of children like to do things together. 34 32 32 38

Not many children in class are unfair. 32 28 30 38

Everyone in class minds his own business. 26 22 25 33

You can trust almost anyone in this class. 23 16 22 31

*Figures cited are percentage giving positive response.
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The data in Table 5 also provide an insight into the NES children's

perception of their class and classmates which, except for the few dif-

ferences noted above, characterizes the other children as well. A large

majority believe that everyone in their class can do a good job if he

tries; that it is a good class except for one or two children; and is

one in which they do interesting things. Smaller majorities agree that

they can have a good time in the class and make friends easily; that the

other children are happy when you do something for them; that everyone

has a chance to show what he can do; and that everyone wants to work bard.

They do not feel that they need a better classroom to do their best work,

and, at the same time, do feel that they belong. However, they do not

believe that everyone in class minds his own business, or that you can

trust everyone in class. Nor do they believe that everyone is polite.

Finally, they believe that many children are unfair. They do not believe

that a lot of children like to do things together.
1

The other inventory used, Mz. School, provides an insight into the

children's perceptions of school staff, the school itself, and themselves

as learners in general, all within the current school year. These data

are presented in Table 6 for the same schools as were used in the analysis

of mE Class.

Half or more of the children in both ME and control schools held

what is considered a positive perception for 16 of the 17 items. The

one exception was the belief of children in both groups of schools that the

1This summary is based on the modal (most frequent) response to each

question.



- 42 -

Table 6

Item Response Pattern for 111 School, by Type of School.*

ape of School

Statement MES Control OE Send OE Rec'v

Teachers want to help. 98 98 96 99

What we are learning is useful. 92 89 91 91

Teachers explain clearly. 90 90 89 91

Teachers are really interested in me. 86 80 82 85

Learned more this year than before. 78 78 78 81

Principal is friendly. 78 72 78 76

Trip to school isn't too long. 78 68 80 66

Work isn't too hard. 77 67 78 78

School building is pleasant. 67 68 60 72

Teachers are fair and square. 67 66 65 74

Don't wish didn't go to school. 67 6o 69 65

Work not too easy. 63 62 61 69

Good lunches. 54 70 44 46

If work hard, get somewhere. 56 48 54 51

Best school I know. 48 49 36 54

Teachers expect you to work too hard. 46 66 56 45

Boys and girls don't fight too much. 19 14 14 32

*Figures cited are percentage giving positive response.



-14.3-

"boys and girls fight zoo much," a belief voiced by 79 per cent of the ME

children and 84 per cent of the control children. Differences between ME

and control schools were less than ten per cent for 13 of the 17 items.

For three of the four larger differences, the quality of the response was

the same. These four differences reflected a larger proportion of ME

than control children denying that the trip to school was too long, or

that the work was too hard. In contrast, a larger proportion of control

than MES children liked the school lunch, and noted that the teacher

expects them to work too hard. This last item might be considered a nega-

tive response, but in a period when concern is voiced about teacher

expectation, and the suggestion that it affects functioning makes the

front page of the New York Times,
2
we judged it positive.

For Nay School, just as for Class, differences between ME and

sending school children were smaller than between ME and control school

children. For 14 of the 17 items they were less than ten per cent, and

in fact, for 11 they were two percent or less. The largest differences

reflected more ME than sending school children liking the lunches, and

believing the school they attended was the best school they knew, but

fewer ME than sending school children believing that the teachers ex-

pected them to work too hard.

Comparing ME and OE children, differences were consistently smaller

on My. School than they had been on Na Class. Only two differences

exceeded ten per cent, and nine were two per cent or less. The two

2John Leo, "Study Indicates Pupils Do Well When Teacher is Told

They Will," New York Times, August 8, 1967, p. 1.
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largest differences involved the larger majority of NES children who

denied that the trip to school was too long and the larger proportion

(not a majority in either instance) of OE children who denied that the

children in their class fight too much.

The profile of the NES school which comes through these data (in

view of the small differences involved) is a profile of the other types

of schools as well. It is of a school in which almost all the children

believe that what they are learning is useful, that their teachers are

really interested, want to help, and want to explain things clearly. A

large majority see it as a school in which the principal is friendly:

the work is not too hard and the trip is not too long, and where they

felt n May) that they learned more this year than last, but in which

the boys and girls fight too much. Smaller majorities noted their be-

lief that the school building was pleasant, the teachers fair, that they

had no wishes not to go to school, and while they didn't think the work

too hard, they didn't believe it was too easy either. About half said

that the lunches were good, that if they worked hard they did get some-

where, that the teachers expected you to work too hard, and that the

school they were attending was the best school they knew.

Achievement in Arithmetic

Data to estimate achievement in arithmetic are available from two

sources. First, the children's current status can be estimated from data

made available to the project from the citywide testing in arithmetic dur-

ing early March 1967. These data can then be used to extend the longitudinal



study reported in the 1966 evaluation of MP1S by the Board of Education.

Current Status of Achievement in Arithmetic

Table 7 reports the current achievement levels of the children as

of the administration of the Metropolitan Achievement Test in Arithmetic

Problem Solving and Concepts in March of 1967 Differences between Old

and New ME schools were negligible, and so we shall discuss only the

columns headed "All." These data indicate that the children tested in

grades two and three were functioning at normal levels, with the second

graders .2 of a year above the norm, and the third graders .1 below. How-

ever, by fourth grade the children were .6 of a grade behind. This in-

creased to .8 by fifth grade and to a year by sixth grade. The final

rows of Table 7 show that variability from school to school was large,

for within these twenty schools, the school with the highest median was

at least one year, and as much as 1.9 years, higher than the school with

the lowest median. Table 7

Grade Equivalents in Arithmetic Problem Solving and Concepts
Test, Medians, Status in Relation to Norms and Range;

by Grade and Type of School.

Statistic

Mean

Norm

Status in
Relation to
Norm

Lowest School
Median

Highest School
Median

Overall Range
by School

Grade 2 3 4 6

Old New All Old New All Old New All Old New All Old New All

2.8 2.7 2.8 3.4 3.5 3.5 4.3 3.9 4.0 4.8 4.8 4.8 5.8 5.4 5.6

2.6 2.6 2.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 5.6 5.6 5.6 6.6 6.6 6.6

+.2 +.1 +.2 -.2 -.1 -.1 -.3 -.7 -.6 -.8 -.8 -.8 -.8 -1.2 -1.0

2.4 2.3 2.3 2.8 2.8 2.8 3.5 3.5 3.5 4.4 4.2.4.2 5.o 5.1 5.o

3.4 3.3 3.4 4.4 3.9 4.4 5.4 4.3 5.4 5.6 5.3 5.6 6.5 5.9 6.5

1.0 1.0 1.1 1.6 1.1 1.6 1.9 .8 1.9 1.2 1.1 1.4 1.5 .8 1.5



-46-

The longitudinal effect of the MES program on arithmetic achieve-

ment is indicated in Table 8. These data extend the results of the two

year study previously reported by the Board of Education3 through the

third year of MES. Thus the data in Table 8 are based on the children

in those schools who had the three full years of MES in the Old ME

schools, or two years in the New ME schools. Considering the Old ME

schools, two comparisons are available; first from those who were first

tested as they began grade three and who were tested finally towards

the end of grade five; and the second comparison for children initially

tested at the beginning of grade four and finally tested towards the

end of grade six. In both instances the two -year follow-up had shown

that the children had decreased the extent of their retardation. How-

ever, the three year follow-up shows that in the first instance the chil-

dren slipped back, and in the second, made no further advance. Thus the

children initially tested at the beginning of the third grade when they

were .5 of a year behind the norm were .7 of a year behind when tested to-

wards the end of grade five. Those initially tested as they began grade

four were 1.1 years behind compared to their retardation of .7 of a year

when they were tested towards the end of grade six. All of this gain had,

however, been achieved during the previous year.

The two comparisons for the New ME schools reported in Table 8 are

inconsistent.. In the first, we see a pattern of initial favorable impact

which is not maintained, whereas in the second we see no impact at all.

3Evaluation of the More Effective Schools Program Summary Report,

Bureau of Educational Research, Board of Education of the City of New

York, September 1966.
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Table 8

Longitudinal Study in Arithmetic
Achievement, Old and New MES

Norm at Com arison Net Change

Grade Test Children Median Testing with Norm by May '66 During
'66 -'67

by Mar.
'67

Old MES

3 Oct. 164 628 2.6 3.1 -.5

4 May '66 628 4.5 4.8 -.3 +.2 -.4 -.2

5 Mar. '67 531 4.9 5.6 -.7

4 Oct. 164 656 3.0 4.1 -1.1

5 May '66 656 5.1 5.8 -.7 +.4 0 +.4

6 Mar. '67 400a 5.9 6.6 -.7

New MES

4 Oct. '65 741 3.1 4.2 -1.1

4 May '66 741 4.2 4.8 -.6 +.5 0 +.5

5 Mar. '67 383 5.0 5.6 -.6

5 Oct. 165 694 4.0 5.2 -1.2

5 May '66 694 4.5 5.8 -1.3 -.1 +.1 0

6 Mar. '67 102a 5.4 6.6 -1.2

aThe Attrition here reflects the fact that few ME schools have a sixth grade.



Thus, children in the New ME schools initially tested as they began grade

four were 1.1 years below the norm.
4 They improved their status .5 of a

grade during their first year in MES but made no further improvement

during the second year. In contrast, the children initially tested when

they began grade five basically did not change during their two years in

MES. Towards the end of grade six, they were 1.2 years behind the norm,

the same retardation with which they had begun grade five.

Overall, one would conclude that the MES program has not had any

significant or consistent effect on the children's performance in arith-

metic problem solving and concepts. Specifically, the 1966-67 school

year was particularly unproductive. During 1966-67, in two instances

there was no change in relation to the norm, in one an advance of .1 of

a year, and in the fourth, a loss of .4 of a year, as can be seen in the

next to the last column of Table 8.

Achievement in Reading

Data to estimate achievement in reading are available from three

sources. First, as noted in the procedure chapter, copies of t'e.results

of the citywide reading tests administered in ME and control schools in

October 1966 and April 1967, were sent to the project office. Secondly,

data on previous years' testing were available from the previous evalua-

tions of MES. Finally, for a sample of classes, project staff administered

an alternate form of the Metropolitan Reading Test in June 1967. These

several sets of data make possible a wide variety of analyses of the

children's achievement in reading. We shall begin with the data on

current status, based on the citywide testing done in April 1967.

This norm is the second month of the school year since the children

were tested after October 15.
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Current Status of Achievement in Reading

Table 9 presents, by grade, the medians, interquartile ranges, and

the overall ranges for the Old and New ME schools, and for all ME schools

combined. The final row of Table 9 presents the normal level of expecta-

tion for the test given in the first two weeks of April of a school year.

The norms used for determining these grade equivalents were the urban

norms referred to earlier, and so the grade equivalents reported are .1

or .2 of a grade higher than if national norm tables had been used.5

There were no differences between the Old and New ME schools. In

most instances the medians and quartiles were identical and never were

they more than .1 of a grade apart. Thus, the fact that some schools had

the MES program for three years and others for only two was not reflected

in differences in reading levels achieved by the children in April 1967.

In view of this lack of difference, the discussion below will be based

on the data for all schools combined.

As can be seen by reference to the row headed "status in reference

to the norm," on the average there was retardation in all grades, and

generally increasing retardation at higher grades. Thus, second graders

were almost at grade level with a negligible average retardation of .1

of a grade. By third grade this had increased to .3, and by fourth grade

to .8. At the upper elementary grades, the retardation exceeded a year:

in grade five, and 1.2 for those schools with grade six.

Tabl3 9 also reflects the extent of the variability in performance,

both among children and between schools. Using a composite distribution,6

we identified the first quartile (that point below which 25 per cent of the

group has scored) and the third quartile (that point below which 75 per

cent of the group has scored). In between these points lie the middle

5These two sets of norms are discussed in the procedure chapter.

6
Created by combining the separate distributions for each school.
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50 per cent of the children and the range covered by this middle 50 per

cent is indicated in the row headed "interquartile range." Thus, in the

second grade, the middle 50 per cent of the children covered a range of

1.1 reading grades, i.e., were a bit more than one year apart in reading

level. In the third and fourth grades, the ranges were only slightly

higher: 1.3 and 1.4 years. But in fifth and sixth grades, the ranges

increased sharply, to 1.9 years in grade five and to 2.9 years in grade

six.7 Another way of noting the large variability is to compare school

medians. This is done in the last section of Table 9. In this section,

the lowest and highest school medians are indicated, as are the differ-

ences between them, i.e., the overall range between schools. This range

is never less than one year, and is typically between one and one-half

and two years. Thus, these data on variability make clear that for

reading achievement, as for the data previously reported, the variability

from school to school was so great as to lead to the conclusion that no

consistent effect was achieved by the MES program.

Gains Achieved During the 1966-67 School Year

A second way of considering these reading data is to compare the

data from April 1967 with those made available by the Board of Education

from the testing in October 1966. This comparisoL provides an estimate

of the gains achieved during the 1966-1967 school year. These data are

reported in Table 10.

The period from October to April involves six months of the school

year, and so normal gains in that period would be .6. With the exception

of the sixth grade in the Old ME schools, all grades in both Old and New

7The dramatic increase in grade six reflects the atypically high

performance of two schools, where children were reading at or above

grade level in all grades. Although these schools affect the data in

all grades, they have their maximum effect in grade six since there were

only 12 schools with a sixth grade.
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Table 10

Median Reading Grade Equivalents October 1966 and April 1967,
and Gains During 1966-67 School Year, Old and New MES

and Control Schools, by Grade

Grade
Type of
School

Median Reading Grade
GainOctober 1966 April 1967

2 Old MES 1.8 2.6 .8

New MES 1.8 2.6 .8

All MES 1.8 2.6 .8

All Control 1.7 2.3 .6

3 Old MES 2.5 3.5 1.0

New MES 2.4 3.4 1.0

All MES 2.4 3.4 1.0

All Control 2.4 3.2 .8

It Old MES 3.3 3.9 .6

New MES 3.2 4.0 .8

All MES 3.3 3.9 .6

All Control 3.2 3.7 .5

5 Old MES 3.8 4.5 .7

New MES 3.7 4.6 .9

All MES 3.7 4.6 .9

All Control 3.8' 4.3 .5

6 Old MES 5.1 5.5

New MES 4.6 5.5 .9

All MES 4.9 5.5 .6

All Control 5.0 5.5 .5
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ME schools achieved normal progress, and in grades twc,. three, and five

the gains were between .1 and .4 beyond normal progress. In comparison,

the control schools showed relatively normal gains in grades two and three

(.2 above normal), but just under normal gains in grades four, five, and

six.

Thus, these data suggest that the 1966-67 period was one in which

the children in ME schools progressed normally in reading and did some-

what better than the children in the control schools. A more thorough

comparison with the control schools which is presented below, strengthens

this interpretation.

Comparison of Achievement Levels and Gains in ME and Control Schools

In addition to comparing the levels achieved in ME schools to those

expected for the grade on the urban norms, another way of estimating the

progress in NE schools is to compare each ME school with its control

counterpart. These data are presented in Table 11 which presents sepa-

rately, for each grade for which complete data are available, the median

reading grade equivalent achieved in each school in October 1966, and in

April 1967. The difference between these medians is also entered in the

columns headed "Gain." At the bottom of Table 11 appears a summary of

the comparison within each pair. Thus, this last section indicated that

within grade two, comparing the eight pairs of medians from the October

testing, the ME school in the pair had a higher median four times, the

control school never had a higher median, and in four cases there was

no difference.

These data indicate that in slightly more than half of the compari-

sons (18 out of 32) the children in the ME school began the year at a

higher level of reading achievement. In six comparisons the control

school children were reading better, and in eight comparisons there was

no difference. In April, the children in the ME school were reading at
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Table 11

Comparison of Gains in Median Grade Equivalents

in ME and Control Schools by Grade,

October 1966 to April 1967.

Grade

2 3 5

Pair
School
Type Oct. April Gain Oct. April Gain Oct. April Gain Oct. April Gain

A MES 1.7 2.4 .7 2.7 3.5 .8 3.4 4.0 .6 3.7 4.1 .4

C 1.7 2.4 .7 2.4 3.1 .7 3.3 3.7 .4 3.4 3.9 .5

B MES 2.3 2.9 .6 2.8 3.6 .8 3.9 4.9 1.0 5.0 5.8 .8

C 1.8 2.5 .7 2.6 3.7 1.1 3.6 4.4 .8 4.6 5.1 .5

C MES 1.7 2.3 .6 2.3 3.2 .9 3.1 3.3 .2 3.5 4.4 .9

C 1.7 2.2 .5 2.3 3.0 .7 2.8 3.3 .5 3.4 4.0 .6

D MES 1.7 2.6 .9 2.4 3.3 .9 3.2 3.8 .6 3.7 4.5 .8

C 1.7 2.4 .7 2.3 3.1 .8 3.2 3.6 .4 4.0 4.1 .1

E MES 1.9 2.8 .9 2.9 3.6 .7 3.3 4.2 .9 4.0 4.9 .9

C 1.9 2.8 .9 2.h 3.5 1.1 3.6 4.2 .6 4.2 4.7 .5

F MES 1.8 3.2 1.4 2.3 4.3 2.0 3.1 3.8* .7 3,5 4.9 1.4

C 1.6 2.3 .7 2.4 3.2 .8 3.2 3.8 .6 3.5 4.3 .8

G MES 1.6 2.3 .7 2.1 3.0 .9 3.1 3.9 .8 4.2 4.4 .2

C 1.5 2.1 .6 2.2 3.0 .8 3.0 3.3 .3 3.3 4.0 .7

H MES 2.0 2.8 .8 2.6 3.4 .8 3.7 4.3 .6 4.0 4.6 .6

C 1.7 2.4 .7 2.5 3.3 .8 3.1 3.7 .6 4.0 4.5 .5

All
Pairs

Me an

Diff.
.14 .38 .15 .12 .25 .12 .12 .28 .15 .15 .38 .25

No. of times
ME School
higher

14 6 5 5 6 5 5 5 6 14 8 6

No. of times
Control School
higher

0 0 1 2 1 2 2 0 1 2 0 2

No. of times
no difference

4
2 2 1 1 1 1 3 1 2 0 0
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a higher level of achievement in 25 of the 32 comparisons, with the control

school children higher only once. This change was based on the fact that

the children in NE schools showed larger gains from October to April in

22 of the 32 comparisons. The magnitude of these differential gains,

however, was small: .12 of a year in grade three, .15 of a year in

grades two and four, and .25 of a year in grade five.

The Paradox of Normal Progress With Increasing Retardation

The data presented in Tables 9, and 10, seem to combine to produce

the paradox of cnildren gaining normally or better and simultaneously

falling further and further behind normal levels, which is clearly

impossible. An understanding of this apparent paradox is provided by

considering the other 4 months of school year, i.e., the period after

the spring testing and before the fall testing. Table 12 presents the

data looked at in this way. This table has been constructed for the old

ME schools, by taking the median grade equivalents reported in October

1964, when the program first began, and using these as a baseline for

fbllowing progress in these schools across the three years. In the

first section of Table 12 spear the data for the second grade in

October 1964, and May 1965, followed by the data reported for the third

grade in October 1965, and May 1966, and for the fourth grade in

October 1966, and April 1967. The second section of the table reports

the same data collections for grades three, four and five, and then

for grades four, five and six.
8

Then, for each of these three year periods Table 12 presents

separately the changes from fall to spring and from spring to fall of

the following grade. Comparing these two periods indicates a striking

discrepancy. In these three sets of data there are nine comparisons

reported from fq11 to spring. In six of these the ME schools improved

81t is important to note that these are not all the same children

for each of thc three years, since some children transferred out of

these schools and others transferred into them. This factor will be

considered in the next analysis of the data.
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Table 12

Changes in Reading Level, Fall to Spring and Spring to Fall,

M7S, October 1964 to April 1967

Year 1

Grades Statistic Oct. May
164 '65

Year 2
Oct. May
'65 '66

Year 3
Oct. April All Three Years

'66 '67

2,3,4 Median 1.8 2.4

Fall to Spring
Change +.6

Expected Change +.7

Net Change -.1

Spring to Fall
Change

Expected Change
Net Change

3,4,5 Median
Fall to Spring

Change

Expected Change
Net Change

2.6 3.7

2.6 3.4

+.8

+.7
+.1

+.3 +.3

-.1 -0.7

3.4 4.2

+.8

+.7
+.1

Spring to Fall 0 -.4

Change
Expected Change +.3 +.3

Net Change -.3 -.7

4,5,6 Median
Fall to Spring

Change

Expected Change
Net Change

3.0 4.1

1.1
.7

+.4

4.4 5.2

+.8

+.7
+.1

Spring to Fall +.3 -.1

Change
Expected Change +.3 +.3

Net Change
0 -.4

3.3 3.9

+.6
+.6

0

3.8 4.5

+.7
+.6
+.1.

5.1 5.5

+.4
+.6
-.2

+3

-.8

+.3

-1.0

+.3

-.4
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their status in relation to the norms, and in one other they made normal

progress. In only two instances did they lose ground. In contrast, of

the six possible comparisons from spring to fall, the ME schools never

improved their status, held their own only once, and lost ground five

times. Moreover the data in the next to last column show that over

the three-year period, from fall to spring the children gained .3

of a year beyond the norms. In contrast, from spring to fall they

lost .8, 1.0, and .4 of a year. In all then, this results in an

average gain over normal progress of .1 of a year from fall to spring,

followed by an average loss of .7 of a. year from spring to fall, made

up of a decline of .4 ana the unrealized gain of .3 of a year.

A comparative analysis of the data for the control schools for the

period from April 1966, to October 1966, indicates that children in

these schools did not gain as expected either. However, in contrast to

the children in the ME schools, on the average, grades in the control

schools either maintained their April median, or gained .1 of a year

by October.

Put into practical terms, these data mean that a teacher in any

one upper elementary grade in an ME school ,must spend at least the first

few months, and in some instances more, simply making up the losses

which occurred and the gains which did not, since the spring testing.

Thus, while her children show a gain from October to April which seems

normal, much of this was simply catching up for what happened to them

since the preceding spring. Seen in this way, the data make clear why

children seem to be gaining normally when looked at from the beginning

to the end of each academic year, yet overall are falling further behind

.11111111611111111...mbildro....lateavaillii.-
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as they progress through school.

This analysis suggests two others as fruitful fol estimating the

effect of MES on reading levels. One is to compare the school reading

profiles each October and each April for the three years of the program.

This has been done in Table 13. The second is to isolate the children

who, as individuals, have had three full years of education in an ME

school and see what their current status is.9 These data are presented

in Table 14.

Change Across Three Years of MES

Considering Table 13, these data show no consistent effect of MES

on the profiles in reading achievement, for the three October studies.

The April data suggest that effects achieved in the first year of

operation of MES have not been maintained successfully. Consider the October

data for Old ME schools. In October of 1964, before MES existed, the

median reading grade in the second grade was 1.8. Two years later,

although MES had now been in effect for two years, and had concentrated

on the early years, the children beginning grade two -had the same median

reading grade of 1.8. In grades three and five the median had actually

declined although most of the children tested in October of 1966 had

now had two years of MES. The only evidence of positive change appears

in grade four, with an increade of .3, and grade six with an increase

of .2. But the overall pattern of two grades declining, two increasing

9A third fruitful analysis would have been to study the changes
in these individual children across the spring-fall-spring periods.

This was one of the analyses planned for the summer of 1967 which had

to be abandoned because of the fact that the use of Cumulative Record

cards was not possible.
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Table 13

Profiles of Median School Achievement in

Reading Across Three Years of MES,

by Grade, Type of School,
Fall and Spring

Grade

Type of
School

Oct.
'64

Oct.
'65

Oct.
166

May
165

May
'66

April
'67

Projected
May ,67_

2 Old MES 1.8 1.9 i.8 2.4 2.8 2.6 2.7

New MES X 1.6 1.8 X 2.4 2.6 2.7

3 Old MES 2.6 2.6 2.5 3.4 3.7 3.5 3.6

New MES X 2.4 2.4 X 3.4 3.4 3.5

4 Old MES 3.0 3.4 3.3 4.1 4.2 3.9 4.0

New MES X 3.2 3.2 X 3.7 4.0 4.1

5 Old MES 4.0 4.4 3.8 5.1 5.2 4.5 4.6

New MES X 4.1 3.7 X 4.5 4.6 4.7

6 Old MES 4.9 5.1 5.1 6.1 6.1 5.5 5.6

New MES X 4.6 4.6 X 5.3 5.5 5.6



- 60-

Table 14

Longitudinal Analysis of Progress in Reading,

MES, October 1964 through April 1967,

Median Reading Grade

Grade Number
Date of
Test

Median
Grade

Norm at
Testin:

Comparison
with Norm

NET Chan:e

b 5 66
During
'66 -'67

by
4/6

2 784 Oct. '64 1.8 2.1 -.3

3 784 May '66 3.7 3.8 -.1 +.2 -.6 -.4

4 744 Apr. '67 4.0 4.7 -.7

3 759 Oct. '64 2.7 3.1 -.4

4 759 May '66 4.2 4.8 -.6 -.2 -.3 _.5

5 697 Apr. '67 4.8 5.7 -.9

4 567 Oct. 164 3.2 4.1 -.9

5 567 May '66 5.2 5.8 -.6 +.3 -.3 0

6 395 Apr. '67 5.8 6.7 -.9
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and one not changing, clearly leads to the conclusion of no consistent

effect.

The initial data from the New ME schools completely corroborates

this conclusion. In October 1965, MES had just begun in these schools.

In October 1966, it had .'Functioned for one year. Yet the median grade

equivalents in grades three, four, and six were unchanged, and although

grade two, in 1966 was .2 higher than its predecessor, grade five was .4

lower. Again, there was no consistent effect.

The April data suggest a Hawthorne effect in the first year of

two of MES, which is not maintained for the third year. Comparing May

'65 with May '66 in the Old ME schools, one notes gains in every grade

other than grade six, where there was no change. Similarly in the New

ME schools, comparing May '66 with April 1967, one notes gains in every

grade. However, in the third year of the MES program, by comparing

May '66 to April '67, for the Old ME schools, one notes a decline in

every grade! While this decline is relatively small in the middle

elementary grades, it is .7 of a year in grade five and .6 of a year

in grade six. Clearly the performance levels suggested by the testing

program in May 1966, were not repeated in April 1967.

This decline in the third year of MES is further shown when the

data are examined for children who have had three years of MES education.

To do this, Table 14 takes a longitudinal two-year analysis presented

in the 1966 evaluation of MES by the Bureau of Research of the Board of

Education 10 and extends it a third year. Children included in this analysis

luEvaluation of the More Effective Schools Program Summary Report,

New York City Board of Education, September 1966, p.34.



are only those who have been in one of the Old ME schools for the full

three years of the program.
11

In October of 1964, second grade children in the Old ME schools

were reading at 1.8, three-tenths of a year below norm;i1. Two years

later, those who had had the full two years of MES were tested at the

end of grade three and were reported to be reading at 3.7, only one-

tenth of a year below normal. Thus Table 14 indicates that by May 1966,

these children had improved .2 in relationship to the norm. However,

the April 1967 data for these same children indicates that in the fourth

grade they were reading at 4.(,, seven-tenths of a year below the norm.

Even more serious, these data indicate an overall loss during three years

of MES of four-tenths of a year.

A similar picture exists for the children initially tested in

October 1964, as they began grade three. At that point they were .4 of

a year below normal. The Bureau of Research reported that by May 1966,

they had fallen further behind, and the April 1967 data shows that in

grade five they were now .9 of a year behind. This is a net loss in

their position relative to the norm of .5, or half a year during their

three years of MES. The picture is somewhat different for the children

initially tested in grade four. They began the MES program .9 of a year

behind, and by May 1966, had reduced this to .6 of a year. As of April

1967, they had slipped back again, and once more were .9 of a year behind.

11Some children counted in the Bureau's two-year study were not

included in the three-year study because they had transferred or were

absent. Transfers were particularly high in grade six since few ME

schools include that grade.
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The three years of MES, therefore, had no effect on their retardation.

Overall, these data indicate that three full years of MES did not

have any effect in stopping the increasing retardation of children who

began the program in grades two or three, but did have some initial

effect, albeit not maintained, on the retardation of the children who

began the program in grade four.

Comparison of Levelst2pril and June 1967

The two sets of data in the immediately previous discussions com-

bine to indicate an almost double Hawthorne effect. That is they suggest

that in its initial year or two MES has a positive effect on reading

levels, as .tested, but that this effect was not maintained over a third

year. This effect seems to be selectively expressed only in the spring

testing sessions, and not in the October sessions. This is where we

suggest a double Hawthorne effect; that within the school year efforts

may be oriented towards the goal of the spring testing, with both

teachers and pupils seeing this as the culminating academic experience

of the school year. The post-test letdown then is expressed in the

October testing.

Data available from the citywide testing did not enable us to

determine if the decline occurred completely during the summer, or if

it reflected an artificial spring peak. Therefore, as noted in the

procedure chapter, we decided to test these alternative possibilities

by re-testing a sample of children in June of 1967 with an alternate

form of the Metropolitan Reading Test. For this testing session, project

staff administered and scored the tests. We tested at least one class

at each grade between grades two and six in all twenty ME schools with

such grades. In all, we tested 218 classes. Table 15 presents data
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Table 15

Comparison of April and June Test Results,
by Class and Grade, MES

Grade

Number of
Classes
Tested

2 53

"... 51

4 43

5 42

6 29

Number of Classes Which: Percent of Classes Which:

Did Not Did Not

Increased

26

21

22

25

1 17

Change_ Declined Change, Declined

7 20 13 33

9 21 18 41

8 13 19 30

3 14 7 33

3 9 10 31
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showing the number of classes at each grade which increased from April

to June, the number which stayed the same, and the number which declined.

These data indicate that the spring-fall decline sets in before the

summer. Although we were testing two months later in the school year

than the April testing, between 40 per cent and 59 per cent of the

classes we tested at each grade either showed no progress or declined.

The proportion of classes which actually declined varied from 30 per cent

in grade four to 41 per cent in grade three.

In addition to pinpointing when the spring-fall decline begins, a

consideration of the June data also indicates that the stability of the

April test results varied tremendously from school to school. Extremely

stable data are indicated in the three schools in which all classes

tested increased from April to June, as expected. Similar stability is

indicated in the seven schools where no more than a few classes, never

more that 3k) per cent of those tested, declined. At the opposite extreme

is the instability reflected in the school in which all of the 13

classes tested declined, with the declines in class averages being a year

or more in seven of the 13 classes, up to a maximum decline of 1.8 years.

In between are the other 16 schools in which the proportion of classes

teste , actually declining varied from 5 per cent to 8u per cent. The

basic stability for many of the schools indicates that the presence

of a stranger coming in to administer a reading test was not, in itself,

a factor sufficient to distort the class average -pc-formance. Nor can

the consistent and large declines in some few schools be explained

by the "Hawthorning" suggestion noted earlier. Instead, one must consider

the possibility that the April data reported for these few schools was

inflated by some consistent factor. This experience suggests that in
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critical evaluations of programs, there is considerable merit in testing

by outside agencies to .void any possibility of contamination.

The Effect of Mobilityon Reading Level

In an effort to understand the lack of effect of MES on reading

a further analysis was done of the data from the Old ME schools to

distinguish three groups of children: 1) those who had both full MES

and consecutive education, i.e., they had been in the ME school not

only for the entire time it was an ME school, but also who had never

attended any other school; 2) those who had full MES but broken education,

i.e., they had transferred into the ME school before MES began and so

had full MES but had attended more than one school; and 3) those who

had neither full MES nor consecutive education, since they had trans-

ferred into the ME school after the MES program began. T.-ale 16

presents the data for these three groups of students, now in grades

four, five, and six.

The data are completely consistent in all three grades: those

with consecutive education and full MES dye best, those with full MES

but broken education come next, and those with broken education and

less than the full three years of MES came last. The data indicate

that not only did the full three years in MES make a difference, but

also whether or not the child had continuous education. These data

reinforce one of the recommendations made in the oritZnal proposal

for MES, that efforts "be made to overcome the effects of pupil and

family mobility....
1'12

12Report of the Joint Planning Committee, May 15, 1964, p. ii.
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Tab3:1 16

Comparison of Reading Levels for Children with
Different Educational Histories by Grade,

Old ME Schools Only.

Current
Grade . Education MES Median A A I Norm

4 1 Unbroken Full 4.1 4.9 3.4 1.5

2 Broken Full 3.9 4.6 3.2 1.4 4.7

3 Broken Partial 3.6 4.3 3.1 1.2

5 1 Unbroken Full 4.9 6.0 4.1 1.9

2 Broken Full 4.7 5.7 3.9 1.8 5.7

3 Broken Partial 4.4 5.4 3.7 1.7

6 1 Unbroken Full 5.9 8.7 4.8 3.9

2 Broken Full 5.6 7.3 4.4 2.9 6.7

3 Broken Partial 5.0 7.0 4.0 3.0
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Of course the data also indicate that the groups with both

continuous education in one school and three full years of NES

were still .6 of a year behind the urban norms in grade four; .8

behind in grade five and .8 behind in grade six..



CHAPTER IV

EVALUATION OF TEACHER FUNCTIONING

Evaluations of teacher functioning are available from two

different instruments completed by the observers, the ILOR and the

Teacher Behavior Record. We shall consider the data derived from

the ILOR first.

Ratings of the Teaching Process

On the ILOR, 13 items provide a basis for evaluating the teaching

process. We asked the observers to make three overall judgments of the

lesson they saw, rating its overall quality, its depth, and the amount

of material covered. They reported, on the average, that the lessons

in MES were above average both in quality and the amount of material

covered, and of better quality than the lessons seen in the control

schools. In depth, the typical lesson was rated as average in both ME

and control schools. We then asked for ratings of the planning and

organization evidence in the lesson, the creativity and imagination

evidenced, and the extent and effectiveness of the use of teaching

aids. The observer', believed that the typical MES lessons showed

above average or exceptional organization and planning, average

creativity and imagination, and some effective use of aids. For both

planning and the use of aids, the ratings were more positive in ME than

in control schools. We then turned to the question of continuity in

teaching, asking the observers to rate four items: the extent to which

the lesson 1) referred to earlier material, 2) established a foundation

for future lessons, 3) established a foundation for the child's independent

work, and 4) the extent to which it built upon the child's background and
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experience. For each of these four aspects the observers reported see-

ing "some") but not "considerable" opportunity for continuity in MES les-

sons. Except for references to the child's own experience, they found

similar opportunities for continuity in the lessons in the control schools.

The MES ratings were, therefore, significantly more positive (or less

negative!) for one out of the four aspects related to continuity. The

final item, for which observers were asked to rate both ME and control

school lessons, involved the discipline and control achieved. Typically,

it was rated as good or excellent in MES lessons, and the proportion of

positive ratings was higher than in the control schools.

Overall then, of the 11 aspects related to teacher functioning for

which comparative data are available, five of the ratings ere significantly

more positive in ME than in control schools, Thus, the overall conclusion

is that the observers felt the teaching process was somewhat better in the

ME schools.

In addition to the 11 comparison items, the observers were asked to

rate the teacher's utilization of the small class size in the MES lesson.

The majority noted that they saw little adaptation in the lesson, and cor-

roborated this by reporting their judgment that the same lesson could have

been taught to larger classes with no loss of effectiveness. Thus, one of

the basic criticisms noted in the 1966 evaluation of MES conducted by the

Center for Urban Education, was that "In too many classes lessons were be-

ing conducted as if forty children were present,"1 One year later, after

even more extensive observation of what was happening in classes, a new team

of observers made the same criticism. This is one clear clue to the lack

of overt evidence of improved functioning by the children. This basic

The More Effective Schools Program, Center For Urban Education, p.7.
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administrative restructuring of class size and teacher-pupil ratio has

not resulted in an equally radical restructuring of the methods of

instruction, and so observers see extant lessons as those which could

just as easily be taught, to larger classes.

Below, the specific data for each of these aspects are presented,

in the same double column format used for the aspects on children's

functioning.

Aspect of Evaluation
and Comparison Finding

1) Quality of instruction:

There was a statistically
significant difference:

Quality was rated higher
in MES than in control
schools.

Source: ILOR

What accounted for
quality of instruction
rating in MES?

In MES, the quality of instruction was
rated "above average" in almost half of
the lessons observed, compared to one-third
in the control schools. Since the same
one-fifth of the lessons was rated below
average in each type of school, control
school lessons were more likely to be
rated "average" than were MES lessons.

Per Cent
Scale MES Control OE Sending

Outstanding 14 6 8

Better than average 32 26 37

Average 34 52 27

Below average 14 lo 17

Extremely poor 6 6 11

Observers were also given the opportunity
to explain the basis for their rating of the
qualitj of instruction. Those who rated it as
average noted soundness of planning, preparation,
structure, the attention paid to individual
children, and the teacher-pupil relatf.onship.
Less often they noted aspects such as the use
of media, and leading children to think and
use ideas.

Those who considered it average noted that
they saw no differences between MES and other
special service schools they knew. Specifically,
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andCosarison

2) Amount of material
covered:

There was no statistically
significant difference
between ME and control
lessons, or between ME
and OE sending school
lessons

Source: ILOR

3) Depth of lesson:

There was no statisti-
cally significant differ-
ence between ME, control
and OE sending school
lessons

Source: ILOR
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Finding

they commented that they saw traditional or

conventional teaching, which they considered
competent but not inspired or creative, and
as not taking advantage of the opportunities
offered by the MES program.

Those who rated quality below average or
very poor pointed to what they considered
dull, rote and repetitious lessons, with an
emphasis on the teacher feeding information
to children. They noted a lack of creativity
and, like those who rated quality a average,
commented on the lack of utilization of the
possibilities in the NES program.

A rating of "outstanding" or "above average"
was given to 40 per cent of the lessons
observed in the NES schools, as compared
to 28 per cent In the control schools.
About 45 per cent were "average" in both
sets of schools, but only 16 per cent were
considered "below average" in MES compared
to 25 per cent in control schools.

Scale

Per Cent
Control OE SendingMES

Outstanding 10 3 5

Bel..-her than average 30 25 26

Average 44 47 43

Below average 10 20 20

Extremely poor 6 5 6

Approximately one-third of the lessons
reneived a rating of "outstanding" or "above
average" in both cases, with another 4u
per cent rated as average. But 31 per cent
of control lessons were rated "below average"
compared to 22 per cent of MES lessons.

Scale MES

Per Cent

OE SendingControl

Outstanding 11 3 6

Better than average 27 28 25

Average 4o 38 38
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and Comparison

4) Overall planning and
organization:

There was a statistically
significant difference
in pattern: A.higher
proportion of lessons
were rated as showing
signs of exceptional
organization in ME
schools than in control
schools. However,
there was no statistically
significant difference in
planning and organization
between ME and OE sending
schools.

Source: ILOR

5) Creativity and
Imagination:

There was no statisti-
cally significant dif-
ference in the pattern
of overall ratings be-
tween ME and control or
OE sending schools.
There was an indication
of difference at the
extremes: MES lessons
were more often rated
at the creative extreme,
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Finding

Scale MES Control OE Sendi

Below average 1 2 20

Extremely poor 6 5 ll

Approximately half of the lessons in both sets
of schools were rated as "average" in organ-

ization. But 2u per cent of ME lessons were
rated as "exceptionally well organized"
compared to 7 per cent of the lessons in
control schools. Both sets of schools had
an equally small percentage of lessons

rated as having "little organization," but

about 4u per cent of the lessons observed
in the control, compared to 20 per cent in

MES schools, were rated as showing only
"some" sign of planning and organization.

Scale
Per Cent

Control OE Sending1ES

Exceptional
organization 20 7 12

Average
organization 51 46 44

Some
organization If 20 39 40

Little
organization' 9 8

The proportion of "average" ratings received

by the two sets of schools was approximately

one third. The lessons in the ME schools

received a rating of "above average" or
"extremely" creative 37 per cent of the time

compared to 24 per cent in the control

schools. At the other extreme,. MES lessons

were rated "somewhat" or "very stereotyped"
28 per cent of the time, compared to the
44 per cent of control school lessons so

rated.
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and Comparison

and less often rated
at the stereotyped extreme.

Source: ILOR

6) Extent of, effectiveness
of, and use of teaching
aids:

There, was a statistically
significant difference:
"Some" aids were more likely
to be used in ME than control
or OE sending sObool lessons.

Source: IIOR

Finding

Per Cent

Scale MES Control OE

Extremely
creative 9

Above average

3 8

creativity 28 21 24

Average cre-
ativity 35 32 29

Somewhat stere-
otyped 13 28 18

Very Stereo-
typed 15 16 21

While the percentage of lessons rated as

showing both "varied anal .effective' use
of aids was small ip both MES and control

lessons, two-fifths of the MES lessons
were rated as showing "some, effective"

use of aids compared to one-fifth of the

control lessons. At the other extreme,
three-fifths of the control lessons were
rated as showing "little or no use" of

aids, whereas only one-third of MES lessons

were so rated.

Scale MES
Per Cent

OE ssaciia73711751

Varied and
effective use 5 6 4

Some,
effective use 38 22 31

Varied but
ineffective 1 2 0

Some, but in-
effective 19 10 16

Little or no
use 37 60 49
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and Comparison

7) Relating lesson to
material taught earlier:

There was no statistically
significant difference be-
tween ME and control schools.
However, there was a statis-
tically significant differ-
ence between ME and OE sending
schools, with more frequent
references to material
taught earlier in the OE
sending schools.

Source: ILOR

8) Establishing a foundation
for future lessons:

There was no statistically
significant difference
between ME and control or
OE sending school lessons.

Source: ILOR

9) Establishing a foundation
for independent work by
children:

There were no overall
statistically significant
differences

Source: ILOR
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Approximately three-quarters of all lessons
involved "considerable" or "some" reference
to material taught earlier.

Per Cent
OE SendingScale MES Control

Considerable
reference 18 16

Some re-
ference 62 58

No reference 20 26

31

43

26

Almost 90 per cenc of all lessons offered
"some" or "consi6erable" opportunity for
continuity with future lessons, but the
proportion rated as providing "considerable"
opportunity in MES was 34 per cent compared
to 22 per cent in the control schools.

Per Cent
Scale MES Control OE Sending

Considerable
opportunity 34 22

Some
opportunity 57 67

Little or no
opportunity 9 11

28

6o

12

Eighty per cent of the lessons in the 4E
schools were rated as offering 'some" or
"considerable" opportunity for independent
work by the children compared to 65 per cent
of the control school lessons rated as
offering this opportunity. On the other
hand, 35 per cent of the control school
lessons were seen as offering "little
or no" opportunity for independent work,
compared to 20 per cent in MES.
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10) Relating lesson to
children's own exper-
ences:

There was a statistically
significant difference
between ME and control
lessons: More ME lessons
were rated as providing
"some opportunity," and
fewer as "remote from
the child's experience."
However, there was no
statistically significant
difference between ME and
OE sending school lessons.

Source: ILOR

School Atmosphere

11) Discipline in
classrooms:

There was a statistically
significant difference:
Discipline was more
frequently above average
in ME than in either
control or OE sending
schools.

Source: GSR
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(finding

Scale

Per Cent
ControlMES

Considerable
possibility 28 20

Some
opportunity 52 45

Little or no
possibility 20 35

OE Sending

25

49

26

Although in both sets of schools a majority

of lessons were rated as offering the children

"some" or "consistent" opportunity to relate
the lesson to their own experiences, three-

quarters of the MES lessons received these

ratings compared to 62 per cent of the

control school lessons. Furthermore, one-

third of the control lessons were rated as

"remote" from the child's experience,
compared to the one-fifth so rated in MES.

Scale MES Control OE Send

Cons..stent
opportunities

Some
opportunity

Remote from
experience

19

63

18

17

48

35

21

52

27

In MES the cox. w .1 and quiet were rated

sufficient for good" or "excellent learning
atmosphere" three-quarters of the time,
whereas in the control schools these above

average ratings were given about half the time.

Average ratings were assigned about a quarter

of the time in both MES and control schools.

The control schools had a proportionately
higher percentage of ratings indicating "lack

of sufficient control and quiet for an average

learning atmosphere." No classes in either

MES or control schools were considered "too

chaotic and noisy for learning."



Aspect of Evaluation
and Comparison

12) Adaptation to Class
Size

(no comparisons were made)

13) Effect of larger
class on effectiveness
of the lesson

(no comparisons were made)
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Finding

Per Cent
Scale MES Control OE Sending

Sufficient control
and quiet for ex-
cellent learning
atmosphere 32

Sufficient control
and quiet for good
learning atmosphere 43

Sufficient control
and quiet for aver-
age learning at-
mosphere 23

Lack of sufficient
control and quiet
for an average
learning atmosphere 2

Too chaotic and
noisy for learn-
ing 0

20 14

33 36

27 41

20 9

0 0

One third of the MES lessons were rated as re-
flecting either an "excellent" (12 per cent)
or "effective" (25 per cent) adaptation of
materials to the class size. Another fifth
(21 per cent) were rated as reflecting
"some" adaptation. The remainder (42 per cent
of the lessons) were rated as showing "little
or no" adaptation to the class size.

Consistent with the ratings of little adaptation,
only one-third of the time did the observers
feel that a larger class would have "completely
destroyed" (8 per cent) or "seriously impeded"
(26 per cent) the effectiveness of the lesson
they had just seen. Another fourth felt that a
larger class would have made the lesson "some-
what less effective." Thus in 41 per cent of
the lessons, the observers felt that the lesson
would have been just as effective with a larger
class.
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Teacher Attitude and Behavior in Class

Estimates of teacher attitude and behavior in class are provided

by the observer's completion of the Teacher Behavior Record (TBR) developed

by Ryans. The TBR offers 19 bipolar adjective pairs reflecting attitudes

and behavior and asks the respondent to rate the teacher being observed

on a seven-point scale for each pair. In this study, observers used the

negative ends of the scale relatively infrequently, and so for simplicity

we have reduced the data to three gradations, negative, balanced, and

positive, and have used these to present the data from the TBR in Table

17. The data are presented here for all grades combined, since the

separate grades did not differ, and for all ME schools combined, since

the Old and New ME schools did not differ.

A glance at the first two columns indicates that in ME, control,

and OE sending schools the observers had positive perceptions of the

teachers' attitudes and classroom behavior. In MES lessons, only for

three characteristics did the proportion of positive ratings dip

below 50 per cent, a Id for two of these (adaptability and broadness

of perception) this proportion was 46 per cent. For originality,

however, only 39 per cent of the ratings were positive. Differences in

the ratings in ME and control schools were generally less than 10 per cent.

For the five items where the differences were above 10 per cent the data

indicate that, compared to teachers in control schools, teachers in

ME schools were more likely to be rated as fair, understanding, democratic,

adaptable, and original.

Comparing teachers in ME and OE sending schools, for 13 of the 19

characteristics the proportion of positive ratings was higher in the



Table 17

Distribution of Responses on Teacher Behavior Record
MES and Control Schools

Characteristics MES

Proportion Who Gave Indicated Response

Positive Balanced 1 Negative
1

OE OE 1 OE
Control Send MES Control Send' MES Control Send

72 78 22 26 16 I 1 2 6
1

68 75 21 18 17 ' 3 14 8
1

51 76 23 31 15 ' 7 18 9
1

64 76 25 24 14 ' 5 12 10
1

64 76 23 28 12 ' 7 8 12

61 76 20 25 13 ' 11 14 11

64 64 19 23 14 I 13 13 22

75 77 30 15 17 I 3 lo 6

60 64 25 34 16 ' 9 6 20
1

64 67 21 22 19 1 13 14 14
1

10 1458 68 26 28 17 15

50 66 24 39 18 ' 14 11 16
1

51 63 33 42 22 ' 9 7 15
1

43 54 26 41 21 1 16 16 25
1

6o 78 4o 36 18
1

' 4 4 4

48 54 30 29 13 '18 23 33
J

35 50 i 33 45 21 I 21 20
1

29

81143 61 43 49 25 14

26 36 34 32 28 I 27 42 36
1

1. Attractive-Unattractive 77

2. Steady-Erratic 76

3. Fair-Partial 70

4. Confident-Uncertain 70

5. Calm-Excitable 70

6. Systematic-Disorganized 69

7. Responsive-Aloof 68

8. Responsible-Evading 67

9. Alert-Apathetic 66

10. Fluent-Inarticulate 66

11. Kindly-Harsh 64

12. Understanding-Unsympathetic 62

13. Optimistic-Pessimistic 58

14. Democratic-Autocratic 58

15. Integrated -Immature 56

16. Stimulating-Dull 52

17. Adaptable-Inflexible 46

18. Broad-Narrow 46

19. Original-Stereotyped 39
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OE schools, while it was higher in the ME school for the other six.

Diffoxences were seldom large, being 10 per cent or less for 17 items,

and 5 per cent or less for twelve. The two larger differences were

15 per cent and 22 per cent and in both the teachers in the OE sending

schools were more likely to be rated positively.

In addition to these group data, the data were analyzed by school.

This analysis is of interest in reflecting once again the wide variation

from school to school within the set of ME schools. There were two

schools in which none of the nine teachers observed ever received a

negative rating on any of the 19 characteristics. There were ten

other schools in which negative ratings were assigned less than ten

times. In four schools negative ratings were assigned between 12 and

19 times. At the other extreme were the four schools in which negative

ratings were assigned between 26 and 36 times, averaging four per

teacher.

Ime
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CHAPTER V

EVALUATION OF SCHOOL ATTRACTIVENESS, CLIMATE, AND QUALITY, AND

THE SPECIAL FEATURES OF THE MES PROGRAM

On the General School Report, the observers were asked to consider

the ME or control school they had just seen as a total entity and evaluate

its physical attractiveness, and its climate as expressed in the attitudes

of administration staff, teachers, supplementary staff, and children.

Then they were asked to make some overall judgment as to their feelings

about the school. Then, in the ME schools only, they were asked an

overall opinion about the MES program: if the school they had just seen

was typical. Finally, they were asked to appraise two of the special

features of the MES program, heterogeneous grouping and class size.

This chapter will present these data.

The observers felt that the MES classrooms and school buildings

were above average and often extremely attractive. They felt the same

way about the school building of the control schools, but did not feel

that the average control classroom was as attractive as the average

MES classroom. Compared to OE sending schools, ME schools were considered

more attractive in both building and classrooms. In terms of climate,

the observers were laudatory about the general climate and specific

attitudes in ME schools, and their ratings were consistently and dramati-

cally more positive in this respect than in the control or OE sending

schools. Attitudes of administration, teachers, supplementary and

service staff in ME schools were almost unanimously rated as above average

or outstanding. Seldom did the control or OE sending schools obtain

these ratings. This same difference held for ME and OE schools for
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children's attitudes towards teachers. However, in the attitudes of

children towards teachers, the ME and control school ratings were

comparable. This was consistent with the data reported in the preceding

chapters where, on the ILOR, the observers reported some differences

between ME and control schools in teacher functioning, but not in

children's functioning.

In terms of their overall ratings, half of the observers would

have felt enthusiastic or strongly positive about sending their child

to cn ME school, a feeling not one of the observers had about any

control school, and only 18 per cent had about any OE sending school.

Similarly, all observers felt the instruction they had seen in the ME

school was worth more than the average school day, whereas the in-

struction they had seen in the control school was not.3 Obviously

then, all recommended that MES be continued, although most wanted

slight or considerable modifications. Observers who felt only "slight"

modifications were needed made three suggestions with some frequency:

in-service education to improve teachers' awareness of the concepts

implied in MES; general improvement in teaching quality; and revision

of the practices now used for ability level grouping. The observers

who believed that "strong" modifications were needed almost unanimously

mentioned the need for improvement in the quality of teaching as their

primary modification. Next came their comment on the need for change in

1
This question was not asked in OE sending schools.
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ability level grouping, and the need for in-service education.

Thus these two sets of suggested modifications were identical,

with the on/7 difference in the observer's opinion as to whether or

not they involved "slight" or "strong" modification.

Finally, asked to appraise two of the special features of MES,

the observers indicated that class size and heterogeneous grouping

were ineffectively used more often than they were effectively used.

The rating6 for heterogeneous groupiqg in the Old ME schools were

more positive than in the New ME schcas, suggesting that experience

with this feature may make a diifereno:;.

Belay, the data for these specific aspects are presented, beginning

with the items on attractiveness of school and class.

Aspect of Evaluation
and Compariton Finding

1) Attractiveness of
building:

There was no statistically
significant difference
between ME and control
schools. However, there
was a difference between
ME and OE sending schools.
The school buildings were
rated as more attractive
among ME schools.

Source: GSR

About two-thirds of both MES and control
schools were considered of "greater than
average" or "extreme" attractiveness.
The remaining ratings were about evenly
divided between "average" and
average" attractiveness.

Per Cent

"less than

Control OE SendingScale MES

Extremely attractive 36 27 0

Greater than average
attrarttiveness 31 33 13

Average 15 20 32

Less than average
attractiveness 15 13 32

Generally un-
attractive 3 7 23



Aspect of Evaluation
and Comparison

2) Attractiveness of
classrooms:

There was a statistically
significant difference:
MES classrooms were con-
sidered more attractive
than control classrooms
or OE sending school
classrooms.

Source: GSR

3) General School Climate:

There was a statistically
significant difference:
School climate was more
positively rated in ME
than in control or OE
sending schools.

Source: GSR
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Findin

In MES 85 per cent of the ratings indicate
that the classrooms were "consistantly
very attractive" or that "most rooms" were
attractive, whereas in the control schools
these ratings were assigned 40 per cent of
the time and over half the ratings were
"some classrooms attractive."

Per Cent
Scale MES Control OE SendinG

Consistently very
attractive 48 13 0

Most rooms
attractive 37 27 41

Some classrooms
attractive 10 53 18

Most classrooms very
unattractive 5 7 27

Consistenly
unattractive 14.

One-third of the ratings of school climate
in ME schools were "extremely positive" but
none were so rated in the control schools.
Moreover, three-fourths of the MES ratings
were above average, compared to only one-
fourth in the control schools.

Per Cent
Scale MES Control OE Sending

Extremely positive 30 0 5

Positive 45 27 27

Average 15 60 45

Negative 8 13 9

Extremely negative 2 0 14



Aspect of Evaluation
and Comparison

1i) Attitude of ad-
ministrative staff:

There was a statistically
significant difference:
The attitude was rated
more positively in ME than
in .the control or OE sending
schools.

Source: GSR

5) General attitude of
teaching staff toward
children:

There was a statistically
significant difference in
pattern: A higher pro-
portion of above average
or extremely positive
ratings were received by
the ME schools than either
the control or OE sending
schools

Source: GSR

6) Attitude of supple-
mentary professional
and service staff:

Wm.
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Finding

The majority of the ratings in both MES
and control schools were "positive" or
"extremely positive." The proportion
of these above average ratings was about
25 per cent higher in ME than in control
schools with "average" and below average
ratings proportionately less frequent
in ME schools.

Per Cent
Scale MES Control OE Sendi

Extremely positive 43 21 14

Positive 31 29 36

Average 18 29 27

Negative 8 21 18

Extremely negative 0 0 5

Seventy per cent of MES ratings were "extremely
positive" or "positive" compared to no extremely
positive and only 29 per cent "positive" ratings
in the control schools. Thus only a quarter
of the MES ratings were "average" whereas
a majority of the control schools received
that rating.

Scale

Per Cent
OE SendinMES Control

Extremely positive 28 5

Positive 42 29 45

Average 26 57 36

Negative 2 14 9

Extremely negative 2 0 5

Almost 70 per cent of MES schools received
an "extremely positive" or "positive" rating
compared to about 4u per cent of control
schools, none of which received an "extremely
positive" rating. At the other extreme, one-
fourth of control ratings were below average,



Aspect of Evaluation
and Comparison

There was a statistically
significant difference in

pattern: ME schools
received a higher proportion
of the above average ratings Extremely positive

than did control or OE
sending schools. POsitive

Findin&

but only 3 per cent of MES ratings were.
Per Cent

Scale MES Control OE Sending

Source: GSR

7) General Attitude of the
children toward the teaching

staff:

There was no statistically
significant difference
between ME and control or
OE sending schools.

8) How observer would feel
about having own child in
school just visited:

There was a statistically
significant difference:
In ME schools a majority
of observers would feel
enthusiastic or strongly
positive, in the control
schools the majority
would have negative feel-
ings, as would, coincidentally

'Average

Negative

Extremely negative

20

46 38

3o 38

3 24

0 0

The attitude of the majority of students

in both MES and control schools was rated

as "positive" or "extremely positive."

The proportion of these above average rat-

ings was about 10 per cent higher in MES

than in control schools, with "average"

ratings proportionately less frequent

in. MES schools.

Scale

Per Cent

Control OE SendingMES

Extremely positive 18 13 5

Positive 46 4o 27

Average 28 40 54

Negative 5 7 14

Extremely negative 3

More than half of the observers noted that

they would feel "enthusiastic" or "strongly
positive" about having their child in the

MES school they had just seen. One-third

would have felt negatively about it. Not

one observer felt "enthusiastic" or "strongly

positive" about the control school as a place

for his child and three-fourths reported they

would feel negatively about it.



Aspect of Evaluation
and Comparison

the same majority (73
per cent) in the OE

sending schools.

Source: GSR

9) Worth of pupil day:

There was a statistically
significant difference in

pattern: A pupil day was
rated of greater monetary
value in MES than in
control schools.

Source: GSR

2.0) Feeling of observer
about MES program in
general, if classes he
observed were typical.

(no comparison data)

Source: GSR

11) Effectiveness of
Heterogeneous grouping:

(no comparison data)

Source: GSR
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Finding
Per Cent

Scale MES Control OE Sendim

Enthusiastic

Definitely positive,

36

but not enthusiastic 21 0 £8

Slightly positive 13 27 9

Slightly negative 20 53 41

Strongly negative 10 20 32

Forty per cent of the ratings for MES indicate

that the pupil day was "worth more" than the

average pupil day compared to 13 per cent

of the ratings for the control schools. In

contrast, one-fourth of the ratings said that

the MES pupil days were "worth less" than

an average pupil day.
Per Cent

Scale MES Control OE Sending

Worth more than
average school day 4u 13

Worth Average 35

average school day 24 33

No observer suggested "abolishing" the program,

and only one in six (17 per cent) said "retain

it as it is." Most often, (47 per cent) they

said to retain it with "strong" modifications,

and less often (36 per cent) they felt it

needed only "slight" modifications.

Worth less than

Asked to rate the effectiveness with which they

saw heterogeneous grouping employed, the observers

gave different ratings in the Old and New ME

schools. In the Old schools 42 per cent of the

ratings indicated effective use, 47 per cent

ineffective use, and 11 per cent indicated that
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Aspect of Evaluation
and Comparison Finding__

12) Class Size:

(no comparison data)

Source: GSR

opportunities to use it were not employed. In

contrast, only 25 per cent of the ratings in the

New ME schools indicated effective use, with 70

per cent indicating ineffective use, and 5 per

cent a lost opportunity. The data make two

points: experience with heterogeneous grouping
makes a difference in the rating for effective-

ness; at best, the observ'rs were divided as to

its effectiveness.

In their ratings of the effectiveness with which

the small class size was used, observe2:s saw no

difference between Old and New ME schools. As

would be expected from the previous ratings on

aspects of this feature, less than half (45 per

cent) of the ratings indicated that class size
was being used effectively, with the other 55

per cent indicating it was used ineffectively.
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CHAPTER VI

EVALUATION OF THE MES PROGRAM IN

THE EARLY CHILDHOOD GRADES

As noted in the procedure chapter, this evaluation of MES considered the

early childhood years separately, even to using a different team of observers,

all of whom had professional specialization in early childhood education. The basic

part of the evaluation of the early childhood years consisted of in-class ob-

servations conducted by these observers in four grades: prekindergarten

kindergarten, grade one, and grade two. In addjilion, the General School

Report was completed by these observers on the basis of their visits to these

grades only. These data will also be presented.

Children's Functioning

Table 18 presents the observer ratings of the aspects of children's

functioning studied on the ILOR. The table presents the data separately far

each of the four early childhood grades. Table 18 presents the average of

the ratings across the four grades.1 For comparison, the table also includes

the comparable data previously reported for these ME schools in grades three

to six.

Looking at grade, there is no consistent pattern indicated in the data

in Table 18. Except for kindergarten, each grade has the highest proportion

of above average responses for at least one of aspects studied. In view of

the lack of consistent pattern, Table 18, which presents the averages across

grade provides the more useful referent for discussion.

1
These are averages of the percentages for each grade, so that each grade

has equal weight in the average even though different number of classes were
s(,en at the different grades.



Table 18

Observer Ratings of ILOR Aspects of Children's Functioning,

Early Childhood Years, by Grade

Alspect of Evaluation

Proportion Above
Average

Proportion Proportion Below
Average__

Pre-K K 1 2 ' Pre-K K 1 2 r Pre-K K 1 2

Interest & enthusiasm 54 44 67 77 31 44 22 15 15 12 11 8

verbal fluency 39 12 67 15 23 44 22 69 38 44 11 16

Participation in
Lesson 92 88 78 92 0 6 11 0 8 6 11 8

Spontaneous
Questioning 10 7 0 8 lo 28 0 8 80 65 100 84

Volunteering in
response to question 58 46 74 54 14 18 13 15 28 36 13 31
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The data in Table 19 suggest that the observers of the early childhood

years saw children's functioning which they rated more positively than did

the observers of the middle grades. Although differences were numerically

small, for four of the five aspects, the proportion of above average ratings

was higher in the early childhood years. As will be seen later in this

chapter, this tendency for more positive early childhood ratings was more

clearly evidenced in the ratings for teacher functioning and overall school

quality.

Considering the modal ratings, the data in Table 19 indicate that the

observers saw children functioning with above average interest and enthusiasm,

and above average participation and volunteering. They saw average verbal

fluency, and, as in the middle grades, little spontaneous questioning.

Teacher Functioning

As was done in the middle grades in the early childhood study, teacher

functioning was estimated through several items on the ILOR and through the

Ryans Teacher Behavior ReCord. Tables 20 and 21 present the data fram the

ILOR, and Table 22 presents the data from the TBR.

Ratings of In-Class Functioning

Of the seven aspects in Table 20 for which data were obtained in all four

early childhood grades, the highest proportion of positive responses was ob-

tained in grade one for four aspects. Other than this suggestion of a dif-

ference, there is no cons5stent pattern of difference from grade to grade in-

dicated in these data. Therefore the data have been averaged across grade

and these averages presented in Table 21, together with the comparative data

for the middle grades.

For eleven of the twelve aspects studied, the proportion of above average
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Table 19

Observer Ratings of ILOR Aspects of Children's Functioning,

Early Childhood Years, With Comparative Data

From Middle Childhood Years

A2pect ofEvaluatioAE__Proportion Above

Early Middle

Childhood Grades

Proportion
Aver

Early
Childhood

e

Proportion Below
Average

Interest and

Middle
Grades

Early
Childhood

Middle
Grades

enthusiasm
60 51 28 30 12 19

Verbal fluency 33 22 4o 42 27 36

Participation in

lesson
88 76 4 9 8 15

Spontaneous
questioning

6 7 12 9 82 84

Volunteering in
response to question 58 50 15 20 27 30
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Table 20

Observer Ratings of ILOR Aspects of Teacher Functioning,
Early Childhood Years, by Grade

Aloct of Evaluation

Quality of lesson

Amount material covered

Depth of lesson

Planning & Organization

Creativity & Imagination

Use of teaching aids

Refer to earlier
material

Foundation for future
lessons

Foundation for independent,

work

Use of child's back-
ground

Use of class size

Effect of larger class
size

Proportion Above 1 Proportion 1 Proportion Below

Pre-K K . 1 2 i

n
Pre-K K 1 2

k3i-----e_KAverage

K .---2.i3

1

Average Average

1

54 37 55 67

54 38 67 46

54 38 6'T 31

58 31 44 31

54 43 78 61

23 25 63 15

* 37 25

* 56 38

* 22 27

73 86 33 46

38 25 33 15

23 13 22 37

*This aspect was not rated in this grade.

15 31 45 25

15 50 22 27

15 31 33 54

25 69 56 61

15 19 22 31

31 19 25 62

* 63 67

* 44 62

* 67 55

27 14 56 39

23 31 0 39

38 31 11 27

31 32 0 8

31 12 11 27

31 32 0 15

17 0 0 8

31 38 0 8

46 56 12 23

* * 0 8

* * 0 0

* 11 18

0 0 11 15

39 44 67 46

39 56 67 36
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Table 21

Observer Ratings of MOB Aspects of Teacher Functioning,
Early Childhood Years, With Comparative Data

From Middle Childhood Years

As ect of Evaluation
Proportioa Above

Aver =:e

Proportion
Avera e

Proportion Below
Aver:le

Early Middle Early Middle Early Middle

Childhood Grades Childhood Grades Childhood Grades
t----

Quality of lesson. 54 46 29 34 17 20

Amount material
covered 51 40 29 1414 20 16

Depth of lesson 48 38 33 140 19

Planning & Organi-
zation 29 20 59 51 12 29

Creativity &
Imagination 59 37 22 35 19 28

Use of teaching aids 32 5 314 38 314 57

Refer to earlier
material 31 18 65 62 14 20

Foundation for future
lessons 47 34 53 57 0 9

Foundation for inde
24 28 62 52 114 20

Use of child's back-
ground 59 19 34 63 7 18

Use of class size 28 12 23 25 149 63

Effect of larger
class size 24 8 27 26 66
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Table 22

Observer Ratings of Teacher Attitude and Behavior, Teacher Behavior Record,
Early Childhood and Middle Grades

Characteristic Positive
Proportion Rated:

Balanced Ne ative
E.C. M.G. E.C. M.G. E.C. M.G.

1. Attractive Unattractive 81 77 16 22 3

2. Confident Uncertain 80 70 lo 25 10 5

3. Steady------ 78 76 19 21 3 3
4. Calm Ekcitable 75 70 18 23 I 7 7
5. Fair Partial 71 70 22 23 7 7

6. Fluent Inarticulate 71 66 22 21 7 13

7. Responsible Evading 69 67 23 30 8 3

8. Alert Apathetic 63 66 25 25 12 9
9. Kindly Harsh 63 64 28 26 9 lo

10. Understanding thsympathetic 62 62 27 24 11 14

11. Integrated Immature 62 56 30 4o 8 4

12. Optimistic Fssimistic 61 58 29 33 10 9
13. Responsive Aloof 61 68 22 19 17 13
14. Systematic Disorganized 60 69 27 20 13 11

15. Adaptable Inflexible 54 46 27 33 19 21

16. Stimulating Dull 51 52 29 30 20 18

17. Democratic Autocratic 48 58 32 26 20 16

18. Broad Narrow 46 46 44 43 10 11

19. Original Stereotyped 44 39 26 34 30 27



ratings was higher in the early childhood years. Thus, the tendency noted

for the five aspects involving children's functioning was even more strongly

seen in these items on teacher functioning.

The one aspect for which a higher proportion of positive ratings occured

for the middle grade involved the extent to which the teacher established a

foundat.Lon for independent work. The difference was small, (4 per cent)

and the item itself has differential relevance for the two sets of grades,

so much so that it was omitted completely from the ILOR for prekindergarten

and kindergarten. This exception then, hardly weakens the conclusion above,

that ratings of teacher functioning were
better in the early childhood grades.

Overall, the data combine to indicate that in the early childhood years

the observers rated as above average, the quality, depth and amount of material

covered in the lesson, creativity and imagination, and the extent to which

a foundation was established for future lessons. They considered four other

aspects as average: planning and organization, references to earlier materials,

establishing a foundation for future work, and relating the materials to the

child's own background and experience. There was no consistent evaluation

of the use of aids in teaching, with the ratings evenly distributed. Finally,

on the two items on the ILOR directly concerned with class size, the most frequent

observer evaluation was that they saw little adaptation to the smaller class,

and consequently, the lesson they observed could have been taught to larger

classes with no loss of effectiveness.

Ratings of Teacher Attitude and Behavior

Table 22 presents the data from the observer rating of teacher attitude

and behavior using the Ryans Teacher Behavior Record, for both the early child-

hood and middle grades. When analyzed by separate early childhood grades,

there were no differences for these data, and when these grades were compared



to the middle grades, there were no consistent differences either. Of the 19

characteristics, differences in the proportion of positive ratings exceeded

five per cent for only six of the 19 characteristics studied, and never exceeded

ten per cent.

Considering the picture of the early childhood teacher which comes through

these data, she is almost always (71 per cent to 81 per cent) attractive,

confident, steady, calm, fair, and fluent. Most of the time (60 per cent

to 69 per cent) she exhibits more than average responsibility, alertness,

kindliness, understanding, personality integration, optimism, and responsive-

ness. About half the time (44 per cent to 54 per cent) she was rated as ex-

hibiting above average adaptability, stimulation, democratic manner, broad

perceptions, and originality. Of these characteristics for only three were

there any significant proportions of teachers rated at the negative end of

the scale. One in three (30 per cent) were considered stereotyped rather

than original, and one in five (20 per cent) considered dull or autocratic.

School Attractiveness, Climate and Quality

Table 23 presents the data from the GSR's completed by the observers based

on their perception of a school after seeing early childhood classes only.

For comparison, the table presents comparable data based on the GSR's from

the observers who saw classes only in grades three to six. Except for the

ratings on attractiveness of classrooms, the proportion of above average ratings

was higher for those observers who saw the early childhood years only. Thus,

they obtained an even more positive picture of the school than the highly posi-

tive picture we have already reported for the observers who saw the middle grades.

For example, above average ratings were give' three-fourths or more of the
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Table 23

Ratings of Overall School Characteristics,

by Grades Observed

Aspect

Above Average
E.C.a M.G.

Proportion of Ratings:

E.C. M.G.

Below Average
B.C. M.G.

General School Climate 91 75 9 15 0 10

Attitude of Administrative 84 72 18 18 0 8

Staff

Attitude of Teaching
staff 91 70 9 26 0 4

Attitude of Supplementary
professional and service

staff

78 67 22 30 0 3

Attitude of children
towards teachers

73 64 27 28 0 8

Attractiveness of
classrooms 85 46 10 0 5

Feelings About Own Child

in School 64 57 27 13 9 30

Feelings About Worth of

School Day 70 41 20 35 10 24

a
B.C. = Early Childhood

b
M.G. = Middle Grades



schools for the item on general school climate, as well as for all four of

the items on attitude, with the proportion reaching 90 per cent for climate

and teacher attitude. About two-thirds reported enthusiasm or strong positive

feelings about having a child of their own in the school and 70 per cent noted

that the pupil day they saw was worth more than the average day. For this

last aspect particularly, the data were more positive in early childhood than

in the middle grades, where only 41 per cent concluded their day feeling that

the instruction they had seen was worth more than the average pupil day.

The one instance in which the ratings from the middle grades were more

positive, involved the attractiveness of classrooms; whereas 8> per cent of

the observers felt that most or all of the classrooms they had seen in grades

three to six were attractive, only 54 per cent of the early childhood Observ-

ers felt this way. This discrepancy either reflPn+s differences in the two

sets of classrooms, or else differences in standards of attractiveness for

experts in early childhood education.

About MES as a

The observers in early childhood grades were also asked their feelings

about the future of the MES program, and if the instruction they had just seen

was believed to be typical. One third of them (36 per cent) felt it should be

continued as is, without modification; a bit more than twice the proportion

(17 per cent) of observers felt that way after seeing the middle grades.

Consistent]y these observers noted that they felt it should be retained as

is because of the fact that small classes and teacher-pupil ratios provide

time for the teacher to think and to function. In both sets of grades, the

other observers felt that the program should be retained but with modifications.

The modifications suggested by the early childhood observers primarily involved
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creativity: either more creative and innovative teaching, or more teaching

designed to help children be more aware, curious,and creative. In addition,

these observers, like those in the middle grades, noted that the administrative

changes would not be particularly fruitful unless improved teacher training

and functioning accompanied them.

A final appraisal available from these observers is their rating of the

effectiveness with which class size was used.
2

Here, they were somewhat more

critical than the observers had been in the middle grades: only 27 per cent

'reported that they saw an effective adaptation to the small class, compared

to 37 per cent in the upper grades. Two-thirds, (64 per cent) felt that the

lessons they saw could have been as effectively taught with a larger class,

compared to 58 per cent who felt this way in the middle grades. Thus, class

size was used no more effectively in early childhood years than in the middle

grades.

2These data came from the GSR, whereas data reported in Tables 20 and 21

on class size came from the ILOR.
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CHAPTER VII

EVALUATION OF REACTIONS AND OPINIONS OF ADMINISTRATIVE,
TEACHING AND SUPPLEMENTARY PROFESSIONAL STAFF

As was noted in the procedure chapter, reaction of teaching, admin-

istrative, and supplementary staff was obtained in three ways. First,

all principals of the 20 ME schools with ',piddle elementary grades were

individually interviewed to obtain their responses. Similarly, face to

face individual interviews were conducted with 38 assistant principals

and with supplementary professional staff.1 To obtain teacher re-

actions, a brief questionnaire was sent to all teachers in the 21 ME

schools. Of the 1143 sent out, 371 or 32.4 per cent were returned.

These data provide one insight into teacher reaction. Another is pro-

vided by the 81 interviews conducted with a sample of the 271 teachers

who, when returning the questionnaire, said that they would be willing

to be interviewed.

The data obtained from these interviews would require a report in

and of itself to be completely covered. To keep these data within the

scope of this report, they will be handled in two ways. Those questions

asked to which structured rating-type responses were obtained will be

reported first. These questions have been grouped into three areas:

general opinions about the program and relationships with parents;

changes in curriculum, methods and materials; and pupil attitude and

achievement. Responses in these three areas will be reported in three

1The number interviewed in each position were specified in the

procedure chapter.
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tables, with each table presenting the data separately for the 20 princi-

pals, 38 assistant principals, 81 classroom teachers, 20 cluster teachers,

25 in psychological services (19 guidance counselors and 6 school psy-

chologists), 16 in social services (social workers and community coordina-

tors).

The responses of those interviewed to the relatively unstructured

questions will then be presented. Finally, a profile of the principal

will be presented, based on modal responses.

General Opinions About the Program and About Relationships with Parents

Table 24 presents the respondents' general opinions about the MES

program and about the extent of their contact with parents. Considering

first their overall feelings about the program, there was near unanimity

in expressing enthusiasm or strong positive feelings.A difference existed

only in the proportion who expressed enthusiasm rather than strong posi-

tive feelings, and this difference involved smaller proportions Jf teachers

and those in psychological services being enthusiastic. The difference

was particularly pronounced among the larger sample of teachers who re-

sponded to theTestionnaire, for among these teachers only 32 per cent

expressed enthusiasm, compared to 63 per cent of those interviewed.
2

Asked the extent to which they believed the "MES concept" was imple-

mented in their school, the various categories of respondents were again

consistent: about one in five said it had been implemented completely,

2This difference suggests that those one hundred teachers who re-

turned the questionnaire, but indicated that they were unwilling to be

interviewed, held different attitudes than the 271 who were willing to

be interviewed and from whom we selected a sample.
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Table 24

Responses of Administration and Staff to Questions About MES in
General and About Relationships with Parents

Prin.

N=20

Asst,

Prin.
N=38

Tchr.

N=81

Interview

Clstr. Psych
Tchr. G.C.

N=20 N=25

Soc. Wk.
C.C.

N=16

Tchr.
Quest.
N=371

Feelings About Program,
70 79 63 75 58 75 32Enthusiastic

Strongly Positive 30 13 22 '.5 42 19 54

Slightly Positive 0 5 6 0 0 6 6

Slightly Negative 0 3 0 0 0 0 1

Strongly Negative 0 0 3 0 0 0 2

Omit 0 0 6 10 0 0 5

Extent To Which Believe MES
Concept 1.1110.emented In School

Completely 20 18 32 25 8 19

Considerably, not Completely 75 71 45 60 67 56

About Halfway 5 3 15 15 12 25

Less than Halfway 0 5 3 0 4 0

Omit 0 3 5 0 9 0

Opinion As To Continuation
of MES

Continue, as is 10 9 10 0 19

Continue, with modification 25 38 20 33 43

Expand, as is 25 15 10 9 0

Expand, with modification 40 35 60 58 38

Abolish 0 3 0 0 0

Relationship with Parents
Increased Substantially 50 26 29 35 38 56

Increased Moderately 15 24 17 25 17 25

Increased Slightly 0 5 ) 2 0 0 13

No change 15 18 31 15 8 0

No basis for knowing, Omit 20 27 21 25 37 6



and another half to three-fourths said it had been implemented consider-

ably. Never more than 25 per cent, and usually fewer, felt the MES

concept had been implemented half-way or lecs. Most convinced that there

had been considerable or complete implementation were the principals (95

per cent), assistant principals (89 per cent) and cluster teachers (85

per cent).

Respondents who reported less than complete implementation were

asked what they believed had hindered complete implementation. All levels

of staff noted the newness of the program, and all principals, assistant

principals, teachers, ant'. specialists noted the problem of inexperienced

teachers not prepared to function competently in an ME school. Not

surprisingly, teachers and specialists, but not administrators, also

noted problems of poor administration and supervision.

The third general question involved the respondents' opinions about

the future of MES. Only a minority felt that the program should be con-

tinued or expanded "as is," without modification. Principals most often

held this view (35 per cent), with those in psychological services hold-

ing it least often (nine per cent). Other than two per cent of the

teachers interviewed, no one suggested abolishing the program and among

the other respondents, more suggested expanding the program (59 per cent)

as suggested, rather than continuing it within its current limits (39

per cent).

The principals who wanted to continue "as is," can be summarized

in the views of the principal who said his current situation was his

best "in 19 years." Those who wanted modifications had no one consistent



-105-

modification. A few noted that the modifications to which they were re-

ferring involved nothing more than the full implementation of the original

proposal for MES. Assistant principals were consistent: the modification

they wanted most often involved improving the preparation of teachers and

specialists, specifically in working with heterogeneous groups or small

groups or in MES in general. Another frequent modification suggestc1 by

the assistant principals involved some adaptation of the self-contained

classroom concept to cut down the movement of children and the variety

of teachers.

Among the staff, those who wanted it maintained as is, or with

slight modifications, usually simply stated that they believed the pro-

gram was generally effective and valuable. Those who felt it needed

stronger modifications consistently stated three opinions: the need for

more specialists, particularly in guidance; less use of heterogeneous

grouping, or less wide ranges used when heterogeneity is employed; and

better screening of teachers and administrators.

The last item for which data are reported in Table 24 concerns the

extent to which contact with the parents has changed since the MES pro-

gram was instituted. Differences between the groups of respondents were

greater for this question than the others, in part because many respon-

dents felt they had little basis for making this judgment because of the

limited time they had been in their present school. The consistent find-

ing is that at least 46 per cent (classroom teachers) of all groups felt

that there had been a moderate or substantial increase in contact with

parents. As might be expected from their position, those in the social

services areas most often (81 per cent) held this view.
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Looking at the four questions summarized in Table 24, one would con-

clude that all staff positions interviewed were strongly positive about

the MES program which they felt had been implemented in their school to

a considerable degree, and which had resulted in moderate or substantial

increases in parental contact. Given the modifications they suggested,

they felt the program should at least be continued or even expanded.

Changes in Curriculum, Methods and Materials

Table 25 summarizes the views of the four respondent groups directly

concerned with teaching in the areas of curriculum, methods, and materials.

In most positions, a majority, rising to as high as 66 per cent of the

assistant principals, reported that there had been moderate or substantial

changes in curriculum. Principals usually specified general areas of

change like "enrichment," helping "slower" or "superior" children, or

areas in which they believed they saw improvement in functioning like

reading and speech. They did not specify what might be considered con-

tent changes in curriculum other than the two who noted an emphasis on

teaching Negro children about their heritage, and two who felt that less

time was now devoted to science and social studies. The assistant prin-

cipals almost unanimously mentioned an emphasis on "the three R's" as well

as on language arts specifically, again with no references to differential

content. Staff, also, most often referred to general enrichment, but

several did make specific references to intensification in the mathematics

or reading program.

As to changes in method of instruction, again, large majorities in

each position reported the belief that there had been change, and that
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Table 25

Responses of Administration and Teaching Staff to Questions
About Changes in Curriculum, Methods, and Materials

Question Prin.
Asst.
Prin. Teacher Cluster

Have there been Changes in Curriculum?
Yes, substantial changes 20 37 17 20

moderate changes 40 29 18 20
slight changes 15 5 3 5

No, no changes 25 0 34 25

No Basis for Answer, Omit 0 29 28 30

Have there been Changes in Method of
Instruction?

Yes, substantial changes 45 55 37 40

moderate changes 30 6 34 35

slight changes 5 0 5 0

No, no changes 20 0 8 20

No Basis for Answer, omit 0 39 16 5

Have Provisions For Special Materials
Been Adequate?

Yes 65 89 78 95
No 35 8 22 5

Omit 0 3 0 0

How Effective Have These Materials Been?
Very Effective 40 42 65 60

Moderately Effective 50 50 18 40

Slightly EffectiNe 5 5 9 0
Not Effective 0 0 5 0

No Basis for Answer, Omit 5 3 3 0
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it had been moderate or substantial. Only among the principals and cluster

teachers did as many as 20 per cent say that they felt there had been no

changes. Fifteen of the 20 principals specifically noted the use of

cluster teachers and the subsequent institution of more planning and grade

conferences. Other changes frequently noted by principals were greater

use of audiovisual materials and a geLlral feeling that there now was

better provision for the children's individual needs. Five referred to

grouping, two to heterogeneous grouping being introduced, and three to

the use of homogeneous grouping for small ability groups. The assistant

principals, too, most often noted the use of cluster teachers and teach-

ing specialists as well as the use of small groups and greater individ-

ualization. Teaching staff held similar views, the most frequently cited

of which were changes that involved smaller classes and the subsequent

increase i4 individualization. Staff also noted the greater teamwork

among the teaching faculty, the greater flexibility that MES provided,

and the greater availability, and consequently use, of supplementary

materials.

Asked specifically about the special materials provided them, most

agreed that provisions for materials had been adequate, with the princi-

pals most often (35 per cent) saying that they had not. Finally, when

asked to evaluate the special materials which had been provided, almost

unanimously, in all four positions, the respondents believed that they

had been very, or moderately effective. Administrators noted that they

had "carte blanche" in ordering, and that this, plus the ready availabil-

ity of the materials in school, made for effective use. A few noted the
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qualification that materials in and of themselves are not the key to good

teaching. Staff, too, felt that availability was the key to the effective

use of materials and that the materials did stimulate better "in-depth

teaching" and higher pupil motivation.

Pupil Attitude and Achievement

Table 26 presents the views of all six respondent groups on two

questions about pupil attitude, and of the four groups directly involved

in teaching, on changes in levels of achievement since the introduction

of the MES program.

All agree that there had been at least moderate changes in pupil

attitude towards learning and school, so that the attitudes now are posi-

tive. The contrary view is seldom held: at most, 11 per cent (of the

teachers) say that there has been no change, and never more than five

per cent of any group believes the pup:L1 attitude towards learning and

school is now typically negative. These perceptions of the respondents

are corroborated by the data from MAY Class and nc, School, reported earlier,

which indicated that the pupils' perceptions are basically positive in

this area.

However, the respondents' perceptions of change in level of achieve-

ment contradict the actual achievement data reported earlier. Almost all

those who felt that they had been in the school long enough to -espond

to this question reported that there had been at least a moderate in-

crease in the level of achievement in the language arts. Only the class-

room teachers ever expressed doubts: seven per cent felt it had not

changed, or was lower. Yet the data reported earlier for one of the
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Table 26

Responses of Administration and Staff to Questions About Changes

in Pupil Attitude and Achievement

Question Prin.

Asst.
Prin. Teacher Cluster

Psych.
GC

Soc. Wk.
CC

112.21a1J1192212142.41E
toward learning and school.

Yes, substantial 95 60 33 35 12 6

Yes, moderate 5 0 25 35 33 13

Yes, slight 0 3 2 5 0 19

No 0 0 11 5 14 0

No Basis for Answer, Omit 0 37 29 20 51 62

Nature of pupils' attitudes now
toward learning and school.

Extremely positive 30 8 20 15 14 13

Positive 70 47 54 55 50 31

Slightly popitive 0 8 11 15 8 13

Slightly negative 0 5 3 0 14 0

Negative 0 0 1 5 0 0

No Basis for Answer, Omit 0 32 11 10 34 43

Changes in level of achievement,

in language arts.
Yes, substantially higher 90 57 54 45 * *

Yes, moderately higher 5 3 23 35

Yes, slightly higher 0 3 5 10

Yes, but lower 0 0 2 0

No, no change 0 0 5 0

No Basis for Answer, Omit 5 37 11 10

Changes in level of achievement

in mathematics.
Yes, substantially higher 0 42 26 15 * *

Yes, moderately higher 80 18 36 20

Yes, slightly higher 15 3 8 15

No, no change 0 0 11 10

No Basis for Answer, Omit 5 37 19 40

Changes in level of achievement

in other academic areas.
Yes, substantially higher 70 39 27 40 *

Yes, moderately higher 20 13 36 20

Yes, slightly higher 0 3 9 0

Yes, but lower 0 0 14 0

Jo 0 0 7 0

No Basis for Answer, Omit 10 45 17 40

*There were some children in this category but too few to round to 1 per cent.



language arts, reading, showed no overall change. The apparent contra-

diction may be explained in two ways: first, reading is lust one of the

language arts, and teachers and administrators undoubtedly were consider-

ing them all. Even more important, the teacher of any one class sees

that class from September to June, and as we reported earlier, looked at

during that period of time, there is improvement in reading.

A majority within all groups was convinced that there had been a

change in level of achievement in mathematics as well, although consis-

tently smaller proportions felt that it was substantial, while higher

proportions felt it was slight or had not changed. These reservations

are consistent with the earlier data, for even within any one year, the

improvement in arithmetic was not as great as that in reading.

Finally, asked a general question about changes in level of achieve-

ment in other academic areas like science and social studies, the respon-

dents reported that, here too, they saw moderate or substantial improve-

ments.

Overall then, these data combine to an extremely positive picture

of pupil attitude and functioning, as the administrative and teaching

staff see the pupils. These data, combined with the paper and pencil

data on attitude and achievement, also illustrate how different data

can reinforce or contradict each other. In the area of pupil attitude,

both kinds of data indicate positive current attitudes. In the areas

of achievement, the objective data do not show the improvement that the

staff believes it has seen.
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The Free Response questions

Asked a variety of free response questions as to aspects of the MES

program which they found valuable and those which they found disappointing,

all staff levels were consistent in responding similarly so that their

views can be summarized simply in terms of four points:

1) The single most significant feature of the MES program in everyone's

mind is the smaller class size. This was often cited in and of itself as

a virtue, but also mentioned in conjunction with the greater pupil partic-

dpation it made possible, as well as the increased opportunity for

teacher-pupil interaction. No one, at any staff level, ever had anything

but kind words to say about this feature. This was also the feature most

often recommended when respondents were asked what features of the MES

program could be implemented on a citywide basis.

2) Although not as unanimously positive as those for class size, the

second most favorable set of comments involved the specialists. While

reservations were expressed that their role was in need of clarification

and definition, and interpersonal problems of their functioning in a

school needed elimination, there was agreement that they were an impor-

tant and basic aspect of the program and were being used effectively.

3) There was also overwhelming agreement that the basic problem in the

ME schools was staff functioning and selection. All levels of staff

agreed that there was a need for rigorous and special preparation to

teach effectively in an ME school, and that teachers currently there

had not had this preparation, and were not receiving it. Administrators,
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like our observers, noted that teachers were teaching as they always did,

and teachers, too, noted the need for help in this area of methodology.

From the administrators, point of view, the big problem was staff inex-

perience, instability, lack of preparation, and what they, the adminis-

trators, referred to as lack of understanding of the MES concept. They

would remedy this by giving the principal greater control over the

selection and retention of teaching staff, and by developing a special

program for preparation of teachers to function in an ME school. As

noted earlier, teaching staff agreed with this view, but also felt that

comparable concern should be paid to the selection and preparation of

administrative staff, in that supervision and administration of an ME

school too, involved special skills and knowledge not generally part of

the preparation of the school administrator.

4) Less pronounced, but equally consistent was the concern and doubt

about two aspects of the current practices in school organization which

characterize the MES program. We have already noted the generally nega-

tive evaluation of the way in which heterogeneous grouping has been

employed, although some, primarily assiEitant principals, felt that it

had important social and motivational advantages. The objections to

its implementation almost always were qualified by the comment that

teachers did not like the concept of heterogeneous groups, in large part

because they had not been prepared to work with them, so this factor may

have colored some attitudes towards implementation. The second adminis-

trative aspect involved the extent to which the school organization

involves the movement of children and fragmentation of the school day.



Assistant principals expressed this most frequently, noting that they

felt some revision was necessary to make for a more self-contained class-

room, but teachers and specialists: too, were concerned with what they

perceived as overly complex schedules interfering with the teaching pro-

cess.

The same points above were seen once again when respondents, at

the conclusion of the interview, were asked what recommendations they

would make to improve the program, and what aspects of the program could

be implemented in other schools throughout the city. Their most frequent

recommendation involved aspects of the selection and preparation of

administrators and teachers. Although few had specific suggestions other

than a pay incentive, special training prJgrams, or cooperation of the

United Federation of Teachers, the view was frequently expressed that

"some way" must be found to get well prepared, experienced teachers into

the ME schools. Frequent comments were also made about the need to re-

view the scheduling and organization of the ME school, with specific

reference to heterogeneous grouping and the movement of children. Less

often cited were recommendations to more clearly define the role of the

teaching specialist; to pay more attention to guidance, to increase

parent involvement, and finally, most often from assistant principals,

to introduce more variation into all aspects of the program in an experi-

mental and evaluative context.

As noted earlier, all levels interviewed believed that if funds

and personnel were available, the smaller class and the availability

of specialists and cluster teachers could profitably be introduced

throughout the school system.
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Princi al Profile Based on Modal Res onses

Based on in-depth interviews of 20 MES principals, a picture of the

"typical" principal's attitudes toward the ME program emerges.

Our typical principal has positive feelings about small class size;

he sees it as an opportunity for greater familiarity on the part of the

teacher with the strengths and weaknesses of each child. He may question

the teachers' ability to take advantage of the small class in organizing

lessons, but his more pressing problem is the issue of heterogeneous

grouping. In general, the principal feels that heterogeneously grouped

classes are more difficult to teach and that his teachers are not suffi-

ciently well trained in handling this type of class. While he thinks

that heterogeneous grouping has some good aspects, he iz nonetheless

concerned that the program is too heavily weighted toward the slower

child.

While supervisory personnel now have more time for teacher train-

ing and curriculum development, the principal sees the proliferation of

personnel in the school as having both advantages and disadvantages.

In terms of his own work, he feels that his job has become more difficult

because of the sheer numbers of staff members in the school. He feels

a loss of personal contact and influence over the staff because it is

too big. Similarly, he sometimes feels that there are too many things

going on, and that he cannot keep his fingers on everything. On the

other hand, our principal feels that he has more time to start worth-

while projects and coordinate staff efforts. His greater number of

assistant principals have more staff contacts in terms of supervision.



For himself, there is now a greater involvement with the community, and

he may notice that his work seems more interesting.

When asked what his staff thought of the ME program, he feels that

staff attitudes reflect prior experience. Those teachers who had prior

service in other schools liked it. He feels that they like the small

class size best, and the degree of their liking it is reflected in small

staff turnover. Those who had no experience elsewhere were less likely

to be enthusiastic, while some staff objected to working with another

teacher.

The principal feels that team teaching is effective, but that staff

effectiveness is dependent on teachers' interest and involvement. He

feels that his teachers would react to withdrawal of the ME program as

if it were catastrophic and disastrous, because of the loss of teaching

assistants, the need to go back to larger classes, the loss of daily

preparation periods, and the shutdown of an experiment in which they saw

good results.

Similarly, the parents would be upset and angry and would perceive

such a shutdown as a blow to educational programs. Aside for the

atypical parent who does not see auxiliary services as important, or

who is dissatisfied because he expected more, faster, our principal feels

that parents realize the benefits of MES and are strong backers of the

program. They like the small classes and involvement with school staff.

The principal has designed several programs for involving the

parents. A close relationship between the parents and the school has

often been achieved through the efforts of the community coordinator

and the guidance counselor. Parent workshops, such as sewing clubs,
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have been developed, as well as English classes for Spanish-speaking parents.

There is a close tie with the parents' association, but the principal is

sometimes concerned with the small number of parents who attend parent

meetings, or the lack of affiliation of his parents' association with the

United Parents' Association. When he has a community coordinator, a work-

shop that is led by a guidance counselors, he feels they are more successful.

Workshops are also going on for striff in the areas of human relations,

reading guidance, and the use of auaiovisual aids. Periodic meetings and

conferences with assistant principals contribute to in-service training.

The principal feels that more meetings of cluster teachers as well as

grade teachers has led to imwoved methods and techniques of instruction.

Greater use of audiovisual and Science Research Associates materials are

also important improvements. The principal feels that his staff is now

better able to meet individual needs, giving greater enrichment to the

more able student and at the same time providing more help for the slower

one. The increased size of the teaching staff has provided stress on

enrichment, and our principal believes these added features allow for

better evaluation of each student's skills., as well as diagnosis of

difficulties.

In some instances he feels that methods, materials, and management

of learning have changed; he offers the example of greater emphasis on

Negro heritage. He is nevertheless concerned that there is less time

being allowed for areas like science and social studies.

When asked about the kinds of things he was able to do in an ME

school that he could not do in another school, the principal felt most

r,



strongly tbrht he could spend more time observing teachers, often with an

assistant principal, and that he could expect and realize more from each

staff member. He experiences closer and more effective contact with

teachers, parents, and community, and has greater use of supplementary

personnel because of the contract with the United Federation of Teachers.

Occasionally, our principal experiences the feeling that he has less con-

tact with classrooms and individual children, and he sometimes feels that

the school is so big that communication has become too complex and diffi-

cult.

Our principal feels more than enthusiastic about recommending fea-

tures of the ME program for citywide use. He feels that larger staff,

smaller classes, increased services, and earlier admission of children

should all be incorporated, with perhaps a change in name from MES. He

is not unaware of the problems of implementing these features in terms

of insufficient personnel available, lack of other principals under-

standing the operation of MES, lack of space, his feeling that cluster

teachers are sometimes least effective, and that heterogeneous grouping

presents a teaching problem.

How would our principal improve the ME program? His foremost

suggestion is that the principal should have a greater say about choos-

ing the staff, as well as the number of them needed for various positions.

He should also have the authority to transfer undesirable personnel. He

feels he needs better trained teachers, and that more publicity must be

given to the ideal program. He feels that MES must be given whatever it

needs, even to building schools to order--especially larger classrooms.
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Our principal wants more teacher training under assistant principals as

well as a review of heterogeneous g-4.-vuping. He vrants more guidance

classes but a decrease in the total number of personnel. He would be

interested in experimenting with nongraded teaching and would like to

see an in-depth study to explain why children do not learn to read.

a
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CHAPTER VIII

CONCLUSIONS

In the introduction to this report, we noted our belief that this study,

conducted during the third year of the MES program, belonged to the family

of short-term evaluations which were suggestive rather than definitive. It

is well to .:.eiterate that belief as we note what the project coordinator has

concluded about the MES program based on consideration of all of the data.

Even at this early point in. the life of the MES program four major con-

clusions seem evident:

1) Although introduced as a "program," and although the essential adminis-

trative features of the MES program have been introduced into all partic-

ipating schools, there was great variation from school to school on

every criterion we considered. Thus, in any overall appraisal of the

"program" one must constantly be aware that this is a deceptive, if

necessary generalization which obscures the real differences from

school to school. This also suggests an obvious next step in research

and evaluation: to seek to identify what distinguishes the schools in

which the MES concept had been more effectively implemented from those

in which it has been less effectively implemented.

2) In the areas of overall school climate and staff attitude as sensed by

observers, and as reported by administrative staff and teaching faculty,

it is clear that in most of the schools in which the MES program has been

established, there was an atmosphere and climate characterized by enthu-

siasm, interest, and hope, and a belief among all levels of staff that

they were in a setting in which they could function. Moreover, parents

and community, too, have responded with interest and enthusiasm to the
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MES program in their neighborhood schools. The creation of such positive

feelings and climates in a school system which in recent years has evi-

denced considerable internal stress and school-community conflict is an

important accomplishment. It makes clear that school climate can be im-

proved and that community relationships can be developed within a brief

period of time.

3) Equally clear, are the data which indicate that the MES program hts

made no significant difference in the functioning of children, whether this

was measured by observers rating what children did in class, and how they

do it, or whether it was measured by children's ability in mathematics or

reading on standardized tests. The data of this evaluation show that chil-

dren in classes in ME schools were not behaving any differently than chil-

dren in classes in the officially designated control schools or in classes

in other special service schools. The achievement test data showed that

the profiles of the ME schools were no different than the profiles of

these same schools before the program, was instituted. Moreover, the

academic year gains which previous evaluations had noted, were not main-

tained over the calendar year, so that overall, in most grades in the

Old ME schools after three years of MES, the retardation below the urban

norms used for reading was no better, and in some cases worse. Children

tested in the fourth grade and fifth grade after three years of MES, were

further behind the standards of normal progress than when they began the

program, and children tested in the sixth grade were no better off. The

data from this current evaluation, when compared to the data from previous

evaluations, indicates that the MES program has a brief positive effect

on achievement, which is not maintained across the summer and moreover

is not maintained beyond the first year or two
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of the program. We see in these data no reason to expect better achievement

in reading or arithmetic from the MES program as now constituted, nDr any

reason to believe that the program will result in significant alteration

in the pattern of increasing retardation as a child progresses through

the grades. A clue to the discrepancy between the positive finding in

the area of morale and climate, and negative finding in the area of

academic achievement, is provided by the fourth clear finding.

4) Despite the administrative and organizational changes, little has happened

in the way of innovation or restructuring in the basic teaching process.

Observers noted that a majority of lessons they saw could have been

taught to larger classes yrith no loss in effectiveness. When asked

about changes in "method of instruction," administrators ar.,1 teachers

alike pointed to the small class and the use of specialists and cluster

teachers, which we would consider administrative changes rather than

changes in methods of instruction. All levels of staff noted that the

basic weakness of the program, or their major disappointment with it,

centered about the functioning of teachers, which they attributed to

inexperience and lack of preparation. All of these comments combine to

a general agreement that in the absence of specific preparation, teachers

have not revised techniques of instruction to obtain the presumed in-

structional advantages of the small class and the availability of specialized

instruction. In view of this, the lack of academic progress is not sur-

prising.

In the sense of some overall conclusion, we believe that this evaluation

of the 1966-67 program in the More Effective Schools indicates that a basic

administrative restructuring of a school so that classes are smaller, teac]



-123-

pupil ratio significantly reduced, and specialized teaching, psychological,

social, and health service:: provided, will have a dramatic impact on the at-

titudes and perceptions of the adults who function in, or observe that school.

This is true of the adults who administer the school or teach in it, Qr of

the adults who see it because their children attend it, and also of the adults

who enter to observe it as members of an evaluation team. But these adminis-

trative changes. although elaborate and expensive in terms of both money and

professional time, will not, in and of themselves, result in improvement in

children's functioning. Hopefully, comparable radical revision and restructuring

in direct aspects of the instructional process like curriculum, and methods

of instruction, would achieve such improvement.

This overall conclusion will not be startling to those who developed,

and those familiar with the original proposal for MES. Within that proposal

appear references to "a dynamic reshaping of the...curriculum ..."1 The

development of special programs and procedures involving "the invention and

refinement of new practices created directly to meet the urgencies of the

More Effective School Program,"2 teacher involvement in "...experimentation,

(and) exploration of new methodology..."3

In this sense this evaluation shows that only portions of the MES concei'.

have been implemented, specifically, those portions concerned with school

organization, whereas those recommendations concerned with innovation, inven-

tion, experimentation, and change in the teaching process have not. Thus we

believe it is critical that the reader recognize that this evaluation of the

/Report of Joint Planning Committee, p. 1.

2Ibid, p. 7.

31bid, p. 14.
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MES program, as it existed in 21 schools during the academic year 1966-67,

can only be considered a limited evaluation of the MES concept as originally

outlined and proposed. Until such time as these othex aspects of the pro-

posal are introduced, it will not be possible to more fully evaluate the

impact of this concept.



APPENDIX A

STATISTICS DESCRIBING SELECTED ASPECTS OF THE PROGRAM

Prepared and written by Leonard Moriber

of the Bureau of Educational Program

Research and Statistics, New York City,

New York.

Introduction

As was noted earlier in this report, one of the purposes of the 1966-67

evaluation of NES was to continue the analysis of factors such as class size,

ethnic composition, aad cost, previously presented in the 1965-66 evaluation

completed by the Bureau of Educational Research. Through the cooperation of

Dr. J. Wayne Wrightstone, director of the Bureau, these data were made avail-

able and are presented in this Appendix, as written by Dr. Moriber of the

Bureau of Educational Program Research and Statistics.

Average Class Size and Pupil- Teacher Ratio

Average class size and pupil-teacher ratio for elementary grades one

through eight in the More Effective Schools, the Community Zoned Schools,

the Special Service Schools, and citywide elementary schools for the period

October 31, 1963 through October 31, 1966, are presented in Table 1. These

data were obtained from the Office of the Elementary Schools of the New York

City Board of Education.

Average class size and pupil-teacher ratio are not the same. Average

class size is obtained by dividing the total pupil register by the numbers

of organized classes in a school. Pupil-teacher ratio reflects the impact

of all authorized teaching positions in a school, whether or not the teacher

is in charge of an organized class. This ratio is obtained by dividing the

total pupil register of a school by the total number of authorized teaching

positions in that school.



TABLE 1

Average Class Size and Pupil-Teacher Ratio, More Effective Schools

Community Zoned Schools, Special Service Schools, and Citywide

Elementary Schools - Elementary Grades One Threosh Eight

October 1963 Through October 1966

Average Class Size
October

Pupil-Teacher Ratio
October

Type of School 1963 1964 1965 1966 1963 1964 1966

More Effective Schools 28.3 24.6 20.5 20.1 25.0 14.1 12.3 12.3

Community Zoned Schools 28.8 23.9 22.5 21.4 25.1 18.2 17.0 16.1

Special Sel,Ict School 27.9 28.1 27.9 27.2 24.2 23.2 22.8 20.9

Citywide Elementary Schools 29.5 29.1 28.7 27.7 26.1 24.7 23.1 21.9

40,100.

In the More Effective Schools average class size declined fran 28.1 to

20.1, a decline of 8.0 during the period October 1963, through October 1966.

In the Community Zoned Schools average class size declined fran 28.8 to 21.4,

a decline of 7.4 during the same period. The sharpest declines were found

in October 1964, when average class size in the MES and Community Zoned Schools

declined by 3.7 and 4.9, respectively, from the previous October. In citywide

elementary slhools the decline in average class size during the October 1963

through October 1966 period was much less striking. During this period,

average class size declined from 29.5 to 27.7, a decline of 1.8,

Changes in pupil-teacher ratio during the period were even more marked.

In the More Effective Schools, pupil-teacher ratio declined from 25.0 to 12.3,

a decline of 12.7 during the period October 1963 through October 1966. In the

Community Zoned Schools the pupil-teacher ratio declined fran 25.1 to 16.1, a
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decline of 9.0 during the same period. In all citywide elementary schools,

pupil-teacher ratio declined from 26.1 to 21.9, a decline of 4.2 during

the October 1963 through October 1966 period. Again, the sharpest declines

in the More Effective and Community Zoned Schools occurred on October 1964,

when the ratios declined by 10.9 and 6.9, respectively, from the previous

October.

Thetrend towards lower average class sizes and pupil-teacher ratios

in the types of schools studied is the result of a Board of Education policy

to provide additional teaching positions, whenever possible, to all elementary

schools in the New York City school district, but especially to such experi-

mental projects as the More Effective Schools and Community Zoned Schools

that the objectives of these programs be realized. Though pupil register

in the New York City elementary schools has increased steadily during the

period studied, provision of additional teaching positions has proceeded

at a far more rapid rate, especially in the More Effective and Community

Zoned Schools, thus accounting for the more dramatic declines in their

average class size and pupil-teacher ratio.

tamp Class Size and Pupil- Teacher Ratio in the Control Schools

Comparisons of average class size and pupil-teacher ratio between the

MES and the nine control schools will better illustrate the impact of addi-

tional teaching positions and additional organized classes in the MES. On

October 31, 1966, the average class size in the control schools was 28.5

while in the MES it was 20.1. As of the same date, pupil-teacher ratio in

the control schools was 22.2 while in the MES it was only 12.3.

Ethnic Composition of Pupil Register

Tables 2 and 3 present data on the number and percentage of Puerto Rican,

Negro, and other pupils enrolled in the More Effective Schools for the period
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October 1963 through Octcber 1966. For all the schools, data for the year

immediately preceding that in which they .became participants in the MES pro-

gram as well as data for a number of years afterwards are presented. Data

for sour years are generally available for these schools which became MES

in September 1964, and data for three years are generally available for

these schools which became MES in September 1965.

For the schools established MES in September 19641 changes in the pro-

portion of each ethnic group were found for all schools combined for the

period October 1963 through October 1966. During this period the proportion

of Puerto Rican and Negro pupils increased by 4.4 per cent and 2.1 per cent,

respectively, while the proportion of other pupils declined by 6.5 per cent.

Examination of the data for each school separately showed that the majority

changed very little in ethnic composition during the October 1963 through

October 1966 period. P1 X in the Bronx was an exception. In this school

the Puerto Rican population increased by 9.2 per cent, while the Negro

population declined by 8.3 per cent. The proportion of other pupils re-

mained fairly constant. At PS 120 Brooklyn the changes were also more

striking. During the period under study the proportion of Puerto Rican

pupils increased by 7.5 per cent while the proportion of other pupils

declined by 4.7 per cent.

Analysis of the data for the group of schools established as MES in

September 1965, shows slightly different findings. For all schools combined,

during the period October 1964 through October 1966, the proportion of Negro

pupils in these schools increased by 6.2 per cent, while the proportion of

other pupils declined by 8.1 per cent. The proportion of Puerto Rican pupils

in these schools increased only slightly over the period.
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If the data are examined for each school individually, the findings

show interesting variations. For the eight schools for which three year

comparison data are available, P 80 Brooklyn showed the largest decline in

the proportion of other pupils (21.8 per cent) during the period studied.

In all, two schools (Pll M, P110 X) Showed increases in the proportion of

other pupils during the period, while six schools (P168 116 P80 K, P165 K,

P37 Q, P183 Q, P31 Q) showed declines in the proportion of other pupils on

register. P80 Brooklyn showed the largest increase in the proportion of

Negro pupils during the October 1964 through October 1966 period (14.4 per

cent). In all, six schools (P11 M, P110 X, P80 K, P165 K, P183 Q, P31 R)

showed increases in the proportion of Negro pupils on register during the

period, while two schools (P168 M and P37 Q) showed declines in the pro-

portion of Negro pupils enrolled.

Analysis of the data for the Puerto Rican pupils in the 11 new MES

schools for the period October 1964 through October 1966, showed that in

six schools the proportion of Puerto Rican pupils on register increased

during the period, while in two schools the proportion declined. For the

remaining three schools, no three year trend comparisons are possible since

these schools were opened and occupied for the first time in September 1965.
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Per Pupil Costs of Instruction Proper

Tables 4 and 5 present data on costs per pupil in average daily attendance

for instruction proper for the 1965-66, and 1966-67 school years for the ten

More Effective Schools established in September 1964; the eleven More Effective

Schools established in September 1965; and the nine control schools involved

in the evaluation. Instruction proper as generally defined, refers to those

expenditures for schools directly involved in the day-to-day instructional

program within a school. For the purpose of this study, expenditures for

instruction proper include all expenditures for salaries of professional

personnel carried on school payrolls such as classroom teachers, principals

and assistant principals, school secretaries, school aides, etc., and expen-

ditures for supplies and equipment.

Data on salaries were obtained from monthly payrolls available at the

Bureau of Finance. Because the preparation of this secticn took place in

May 1967, it was necessary to estimate mcnthly payroll totals for the period

June 1967 through August 1967. Data on 1966-67 allotments for supplies and

equipment were obtained from the Office of Elementary Schools and the Office

of More Effective Schools. The computed average daily attendance for the 21

More Effective Schools and the nine control schools was for the first six

attendance reporting periods for the 1966-67 school year (September 8, 1966

through April 14, 1967).

For the 1966-67 school year, the unit cost per pupil for instruction

proper for all schools combined for the ten More Effective Schools established

in September 1964, was $898.63. This represents an increase of 4.6 per cent

from the previous year. For these ten schools considered separately, the unit

cost per pupil for instruction proper ranged from $802.64 for P138K, to $1,106.59



for P154M. Seven schools (P83M, P154M, P1X, 12106X, P120K, P138K, 240Q) showed

increases in per pupil costs over thn previous year while three schools (P100M,

P102X, and P18R) showed declines in per pupil costs from the previous year.

The schools showing the largest increases in per pupil costs in 1966-67 from

the previous year were P154M and P1X where the costs per pupil increased by

17.2 per cent and 15.4 per cent, respectively.

For the eleven More Effective Schools established in September 1965, the

unit cost per pupil for instruction proper for all schools combined in 1966-

1967 was $932.52, and was almost unchanged from the 1965-1966 pzr pupil cost

figure of $930.55 for all eleven schools combined. Consideration of the ele-

ven schools separately showed that the 1966-1967 per pupil costs ranged from

$734.54 for P110X, to $1,184.59 for P11M, and that four schools (P11M0 P168M,

P41K, and P307K) had per pupil costs for instruction proper in excess of $1,000.

Unlike the MES established in September 1964, more schools of the !1 established

in September 1965 showed declines than increases in per pupil costs in 1966-

1967. In all, seven schools (10146M, P110X, P80K, P165K, P30K, P37Q, P31R)

showed declines in 1966-1967 per pupil costs while four schools (P11M, P168M,

P41K, P183Q) showed increases in per pupil costs. The school showing the

largest increase in per pupil cost of instruction proper in 1966-1967 from

the previous year was P41K (20.2 per cent).

Again, the eleven MES established in September 1965, continued to have

higher per pupil costs for instruction proper in 1966-1967 than the ten MES

established in September 1964. For all schools combined the 1966-1967 per

pupil costs for the eleven newer MES was $932.52, while for the ten older

MES it was $898.63, a difference of $33.89. However, this difference was

considerably less than that found for the 1965-1966 school year. During that
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year the per pupil cost of instruction proper for the eleven newer MES was

$93,D.55, while for the ten older MES it was $859.38, a difference of $71.17

per pupil.

The data on expenditures and per pupil costs of instruction proper for

the nine control schools for both the 1965-1966 and 1966-1967 school years

offer a striking contrast to the per pupil costs obtained for the 21 MES.

For the 1966-1967 school year, the cost per pupil for instruction proper for

all nine schools combined was $485.68, and was approximately one-half of what

it was in either the.ten older MES combined or the eleven newer MES combined.

Of the control schools, P171(4 had the highest per pupil cost for instruction

proper ($635.59); yet each of the 21 MES exceeded this cost by considerable

amounts. Analysis of the 1965-1966 expenditures and per pupil cost data

for the nine control schools produced generally the same findings. For all

nine control schools combined, the costs per pupil for instruction proper

were again, approximately, one-half of what they were for the ten older MES

and eleven newer MES combined. School by school analysis also showed that

in each of the 21 MES, per pupil costs of instruction proper considerably

exceeded the highest per pupil cost in the control schools.

It may be concluded that the high level of expenditures and per pupil

cost of instruction proper in the 21 MES reported for the 1965-1966 school

year is being maintained inthe 1966-1967 school year. Also, the striking

differences between those higher per pupil costs in the 21 MES and those in

the nine control schools, first reported in 1965-1966, have continued in 1966-1967.
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Appendix B - INSTRUMENTS

EXPANSION OF THE MORE EFFECTIVE SCHOOL PROGRAM

List of Instruments

Individual Lesson Observation Report and Control School B1

Individual Class Observation Report B5

Teacher Behavior Record B10

General Report At The End Of The First Visit B12

Teacher Questionnaire B16

NES Principal's Interview B19

MES Staff Interview B29

My Class - Student Questionnaire B38

My School - Student Questionnaire B39

Observer Questionnaire B40



More Effective Schools

INDIVIDUAL LESSON OBSERVATION REPORT & CONTROL SCHOOLS

School Borough Class Grade Date.
Teacher' s 'name Sex Observer

tensth of observation Activities observed

1. Content of lesson observed
1. Reading
2. Spelling
3. Math
4. Science

5. Social Studiee
6. Music or Art
7, Other

2. Did you see entire lesson?
1. Yes
2 Nos I missed beginning
3. No, I missed end

3. How typical do you think this lesson was of normal functioning in this classroom?

1. Completely typical

2. Reasonable approximation

3. Less than reasonable approximation, Why?.=1
h. Who taught this lesson?

1. Regular classroom teacher
2. "Cluster teacher"

3. Special staff. Indicate who:

h. More than one member of the staff. Indicate who:

5. What amOunt.of planning and organization was evident in this lesson?

1. Lesson was exceptionally well organized and planned

2. Lesson was organized and showed evidence of planning

3. Lesson showed some signs of previous teacher preparation

h. Lesson showed few or no signs of organization or planning

6. How would you characterize the level of creativity and imagination evidenced

in this lesson?
1. Extremely creative
2. Moderately creative
3. Average

h. Somewhat stereotyped

5. Very uncreative and. stereotyped
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7. If you rated the lesson as "moderately" or"extremely creative," please explain

the basis for the ratings
111.01.=111.1.1.111..

0.041. IN111,1

9. How appropriate was this level of creativity for the group being taught?

1. Completely appropriate

2. Somewhat appropriate

39 Of little appropriateness

h. Not appropriate

9. To what extent, and how effectively, were teaching aids utilized?

1, Nide variety used and used creatively and effectively

2. Nide variety used but not particularly effectively

3, $ome used and used creatively and effectively

1. Some used but not particularly effectively

5. Little or no use of teaching aids,

10. To what extent did this lesson refer to earlier material?

10 Considerable reference to previous lessons

20 Some reference to previous lessons

3. No reference to previous lessons

8. No reason for references to earlier material

11, To what extent did this lesson lay a foundation for future lessons?

le, Considerable possibility for continuity

2, Some opportunity for continuity

3. Little or no possibility of continuity

8, Little possibility for continuity in the material

12, To what extend did this lesson lay a foundation fcr independent work?

I. Considerable possibility for independent work

2. Some opportunity for independent work

3. Little or no possibility for independent work

80 Little possibility for independent work in the material

13. What use of the child's background and experience was evident in this lesson?

1. Consistent opportunities for child to relate lesson to his

own experience and/or bring experience t. lesson

2, Some opportunity for child to relate lesson to his experience and

use experience in lesson

3. Lesson was remote from the child's experience

8, Question not applicable. Explain:

14. Approximate number of children in teaching unit:

....igm..

15. To what extent could this lesson have been taught with a class size of 30-35?

1. Larger class size would have completely destroyed lesson effectiveness

2. Larger class size would have seriously impeded lesson effectiveness

3. Lesson would have been somewhat less effective in a larger class

Ii. Lesson would have been just as effective in a larger class
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16. How would you rate teacher's adaptation of response and materials to
the number of students?

1. Excellent adaptation to unit size: at least some things done
unique to unit size.

2. Effective efforts made to utilize group size
3. Some effort made to adapt to unit size

40 Little or no effort made to adapt to unit size

17. Was ability grouping employed?
1. Yes
2. No
$. No relevant observation made. explain:

18. Was the lesson group formed from the grade unit?
1. Yes
2. No
8. Not relevant:

1211

3.

Now rate the overall lesson in terms of the criteria underlined:

19. How would you rate the lesson you have just seen, considering the
quality of instruction?

1. Outstanding
2. Better than average
3. Average

4. Below average
5. Extremely poor

20. How would you rate the lesson you have just seen, considering the
amount of material covered?

1. Outstanding
2. Better than averag
3. Average

4. Below Average

50 Extremely poor

21. How would you rate the lesson you have just seen, considering the
depth of lesson?

1. Outstanding
2. Better than average
3. Average

h. Below average
5. Extremely poor

22. How would you rate the lesson you have just seen, considering the
children's interest and enthusiasm?

1. Outstanding
2. Better than average
3. Average

h. Below average

5. Extremely poor



23. What was
1.

2.

30
h.

04

th,J overall participation of children in lesson?
Every or almost every child was actively involved
More than half the class participated
About half of the class participated
Less than half of the children participated
Few children participated in the lesson

240 How would you rate the verbal fluency of the children who participated?
1. Outstanding
20 Better than average
3. Average
4. Below average
50 Extremely poor

25. How many
10

2.

3.

h.

5.

26. How many
1.

2.

30

h.

5,,

children raised spontaneous. questions?
Every or almost every child
More than half 1..e children
About half the children
Leas than half the children
Very few or no children raised spontaneous questions

children volunteered in 'pesponse to teacher questions?
Every or almost every child
More than half the children
About half the children
Less than half the children
Very few or no volunteering

Additional comments on lesson:

4.
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More Effective Schools

Pre-Kindergarten / Kindergarten

INDIVIDUAL CLA3S OBSERVATION REPORT

School Borough Class Grade Date

Teacher's Name Sex Observer
to0410. 00111./.110.1ft

Length of observation Activities observed

If this is a joint Wvervation, check here_ and recor:i name of other observer

.
Joint observations should be reported by each observer

4.0/101N NIN..../IMMI..1

without consultation.

1. Content of activity observed.

2. Row typical do you think what you saw was of normal functioning in this

classroom?

1. Completely typical
2. Reasonable approximation

3. Less than reasonable apprcecimation. Why?

..............r.+ .....0r.... =1mly....0...11......1..a.4o. OW 1.4

3r who conducted this activity

1, Regular classroom teacher

2. "Cluster teacher"

3. Special staff. Indicate who
L More than one member of the staff. Indicate who: oimm..00.....wwwWwWW00

4. What amount of planning and organization was evident in this clase autivityl

1. Activity was exceptionally well organized and planned

2. Activity was organized and showed evidence of planning

3. Activity showed some signs of previous teacher preparation

h. Activity showed few or no signs of or or planning

K. Was concept development employed?

.i. was

Explain
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6. How would you characterize the level of creativity and imaeination?

1, Extremely creative
2. Moderately creative
3. Averao.e

h. Somewhat, stereotyped

5. Very uncreative and stereotyped

7. If you rated the lesson as "moderately" or "extremely creative," pleeee

explain the basis for rating

lalemaroara

1.10+1111,Marim000rwistympo.e.

- 44111.1110.11.4.1.1.1111014110.1110111110110.11VM+,___ INT......070.111000.101111110

M11.0.111 111001,1% PO*

8. Now anpropriate was this level of creativity for the group being taught?

1. Completely appropriate
2. Somewhat appropriate
3. Of little annroeriateaess
h. Not appropriate

9. What use of the child's background and experience was evident in this lesson?

1. Consistent opportunities for child to relate lesson to his own
experience aed/or bring experience to lesson

2.. Some opportunity for Child to relate lesson to his experience and
use experience in lesson

3. Lesson was renote from the chill's experience
8. Question not applicable. Explain:

41111.0.411 ...1111.1.00/11 .amarelawm

....noorlaomonee.....,00Moarea..Otrowea

10. To what extent, and how effectively, were teaching aids utilized?

1. Wide variety usel and used creatively and effectively
2. Wide variety used but not particularly "gectively

3. Some used and used creatively and effectively

4. Some used but not particularly effectively

5. Little or no use of teaching aids

11. Approximate number of children in teaching unit: 4.1101.110.1111......1.11%mode..

12. To what extent could this Activity have been carried thrpugh with a class

size of 30-35?

1. Larger class size would have completely. destroyed effectiveness

2. Larger class size would have seriously impeded effectiveness

3. Activity would haw been somewhat less effective in a larger class

h. Activity would have been just as effective in a larger class
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3,

13. How would you Tate teacher's adaption of response and materials to th*
number of students?

1. Excellent adaption to unit size: at least some things done
unique to unit size.

2. Effective efforts made to utilize group size
3, Some effort made to adapt to unit size
h, Little or no effort made to adapt to unit size

lh. How-would you rate the amount of material covered?

1. Outstanding
2. Better than average

3, Average
4. Below average

5. Rxtremely poor
8. Not relevant

15. How would you rate the depth or instruction?

lu Outstanding
2. Better than average

3. Average
4. Below Average

5, Extremely poor
8. Not relevant

16. How would you rate the activity 70U have just seen, considering the
children's interest and enthusiasm

1. Outstanding
2. Better than average
3. Average
h. Below average

5. Extremel7 poor

17, What was the overall mticiatILon of children?

1. Every or almost every child was actively involved
2. More than half the class participated
3. About half of the children participated

h, Less than half of the children participated

5, Few children participated in the lesson

le. How many children volunteered in resposALIRIDIstermesules?

1. Every or almost every child
2. More than half the children
3. About half the children
h. Less than half the children

5, Very few or no volunteering
8. Not relevant
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19 Hew many children raised spontaneous questions?

1. Every or almost every child

2. More than half the children

3. About half the children

4. Less than half the children

5. Very few or no children raised spontaneous questions
8. Not relevant

it.

20. How would you describe the teacher's handling of the children's

spontaneous questions?

1. Questions were welcomed and built on
P. Questions were answered cursorily

3. Questions were ignored

h. Questions were repressed

21. How would you rate the verbal fluenc. of the children who efEligiatite

1. Outstanding
2. Better than average
3. Average

4. Below average
5. Extremely poor

22,, How would you rate the verbal communication among the children?

1. Excellent
2. Better than average
3, Average
14. Below Average

5. Extremely poor

23. How would you rate the teacher's verbal communication with the children?

1. Excellent
2. Bette- than average
. Average

4. Below Average

5. Extremely poor

24. How would you rate the teacher's commication with non-English

speaking children?

1. Excellent
2. Better than average

3. Average
h. Below Average
5. Extremely poor

8. Not relevant

AN=MMINANW.M.BMWOOMMEMMIWIOSINOMNIMMOwammassrommarwawmaietamour WI/



B9

25., Vow mould you rate the overall quality of instruction?

Outstanding
20 Better than average
1, Average

4. Below average

5. Extremely poor

26. How would you rate the classroom's appearance?

1, Extremely attractive
20 Of greater than average attractiveness

1, Average

41 Less than average attractiveness

5* Unattractive
Additional observation agisrlardwovilmine.W11.MoOkamm

...1....-=011111111. ..01001110

27. Now would you describe the classroom atmosphere in terms of discipline

and in terms of warmth?
1. Undisciplined and warm

2. Undisciplined aid cold

3. Disciplined yet congenial or warm

40 Disciplined and cold

5. Overdisciplinsd ?et warm

6. Overdiscipilned and cad

28. How would describe the overall relationship among the children?

1. Extremely positive
2. Positive
3, Average

4* Negative

5* Extremely negative

29* How would describe the overall TeacherPupil relationship?

1. Extremely positive

2. Positive.
Average

L. Negative

50 Extremely negative

Additional comments on class observed:
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TEACHER BEHAVIOR RECORD 1.

School Borough Class. Grade Date

Teacher's name Sex------ Observer
_-___----_--

Length of observation Activities observed_ -...

If this is a joint observation, check here and record name of other observer

. Joint observations should be reported by each observer

without consultation.

Instiuctions: On the basis of teacher behavior obseivations in tae classroom,

check one of the seven choices for each of the following categories. A low num-

ber indicates that a person is more like the description on the left. A high

number indicates that a person is more like the description on the right. Number

4 is midway between each pair of opposite descriptions. Number 4 reassentgeat

extreme, average behavior.

1. Autocratic: told pupils

each step to take; gave
mandatory directions;
intolerant of pupils' ideas 1

2. Aloof: stiff and formal
with pupils; focus on subject
matter and routine; pupils

as persons ignored

...iraMm..

1

3. pull: uninteresting
wonotonous explauations;
lacked enthusiasm. not
challenging

4. Partial: slighted or
critir.ized a few pupils, or

gave attention and special
advantages to a few pupils 1

5. Apathetic: listless;

preoccupied; bored t,,

pupils 1

6. Unsympathetic: little

concern for personal problems

of pupils or pupil failure;
impatient with pupils 1

-.1.1M

7. Stereotyped,: used routine

procedures without variation,
unimaginative presentation 1

S. Harsh: hypercritical;

cross; sarcastic;
scolding

MEL

1

Mid-
Point

2 3 4 5 6 7

2

.

63 4 5 7

2

2 3 4 5 6 7

52 3 4 6 7

2 3 '4 5 6 7

2 3 4 5 6 7

2 3 4 5 6 7

Democratic: encouraged
ideas, opinions, and
decisions of pupils;
guided without being
mandatory

Responsive: approachable to

all students; gave en-
couragement and spoke to
pupils as equals- recog-
nized individual differ-
ences

Stimulating: held attention

of pupils enthusiastic:
interesting and challeng-

ing material

Fair: treated all pupils

about equally; distributed
attention to many pupils

Alert: bouyant; construc-

tively busy; wide-awake;
interested in.class activity

Understanding: patient

and sympathetic with pupil

viewpoints and needs;

aware of pupil problems

Original: used unique

teaching devices; imagine-
tive; had wide variety
of illustrations

if/Amem.uIMMEMMIlb

Kindly: pleasant and
helpful to pupils; friendly

and concerned
11111=111

(PLEASE CONTINUE ON NEXT PAGE)
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Mid-
Point

2.

9. Inarticulate: inaudible
speech; limited expression
disagreeable vcice tone;
poor inflection 1

10. Unattractive: untidy;
inappropriately dressed;
poor posture and bearing;
distracting personal habits 1

11. Evading: avoided re-
sponsibility and decisions;
assignments and directions
indefinite; help inadequate 1

12. Erratic: impulsive;
uncontrolled; inconsistent 1

13. Uncertain: unsure of
self; hesitant; timid;
faltering; artificial

14. Excitable: easily
disturbed and upset;
"jumpy", nervous

1

1

15. Disorganized: objectives
not apparent; explanations
not to the point; wasted
time; easily distracted
from matter at hand 1

16. Inflexible: rigid in
conforming to routine; made
no attempt to adapt
materials and activities
to individual pupils 1

17. Pessimistic: skeptical;
unhappy; noted mistakes
more than good points;
frowned 1

18. Immatura: naive; self-
pitying; demanding;
boastful; conceited

1

19. Narrow: limited back-
ground in subject or
material; poor scholarship;
incomplete or inaccurate
information 1

2 3 4 5 6 7

2 3 4 5 6 7

2 3 4 5 6 7

2 3 4 5 g 7

2 3 4 5 6 7

2 3 4 5 6 7

2 3 4 5 6 7

2 '7 4 5 G 7

2 3 4 5 6 7

2 3 4 5 6 7

2 3 4 5 6 7

Fluent: plainly audible
speech; good expression;
agreeable voice tone;
good inflection

Attractive: well-groomed
and dressed; good posture
and bearing; no distracting
personal habits

Responsible: made required
decisions; conscientious;
gave definite directions;
thorough

Steady: controlled; stable;
consistent; predictable

Confident: sure of self;
self-ccnfident; undisturbed
by mistakes and/or criticism

Calm: seemed at ease at all
times; poised; dignified
but not stiff or formal

Systematic: careful planning;
gave reasonable explanations;
objectives apparent; not
easily distracted

Adaptable: flexible in
adapting explanations;
individualized materials
for pupils as required;
adapted activities to pupils

Optimistic: cheerful; good-
natured; genial; looked on
bright side; called
attention to good points

Integrated: maintained
class as center of activity;
kept self out of spotlight;
mature; emotionally well
controlled

Broad: good background in
subject; good scholarship;
gave complete and accurate
answers to questions
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More Effective Schools

General Report at the End of the First Visit

__Borough Date Observer ilO1110

Listed below are some special features of MES classes. Please consider the extent

and.the effectiveness of their use in the classes which you observed today by

circling the number which appropriately corresponds to the scale below:

1. Used widely and used creatively and effectively

2. Used widely but not particularly effectively

3. Some use, and used creatively and effectively

4. Some use, but not particularly effective

5. Opportunity to observe but little or no evidence of use

6. No opportunity to observe

Rating

heterogeneous grouping 1 2 3 4

reduced class size 1 2 3 4

cluster teaching 1 2 3 4

teacher assistants 1 2 3 4

audio-visual material 1 2 3 4

audio-visual teacher 1 2 3 4

special instruction in
language-arts 1 2 3 4

special instruction in
speech 1 2 3 4

corrective reading
instruction 1 2 3 4

teaching specialists
(indicate)

MAIMMININIIIIIMYWn

..1

5 6

5 6

5 6

5 6

5 6

5 6

5 6

5 6

5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6
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2.

teaching aids (indicate)

special methods of class
organization (indicate)

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

1. How would you rate the attractivness of the building

1. extremely attractive
2. of greater than average attractiveness

3. average
4. of less than average attractiveness

5. generally unattractive

2. How would you rate the general attractiveness of the classrooms you have seen

1. consistently very attractive
2. most rooms attractive
3. some classrooms attractive
4. most of the classrooms were unattractive

5. classrooms were consistently unattractive

3. What is the general school climate?

1. extremely positive
2. positive
3. average
4. negative
5. extremely negative

4. What was the general attitude of the teaching staff toward the children?

1. extremely positive
2. positive
3. average
4. negative
5. extremely negative

5. How would you rate the attitude of the administrative staff?

1. extremely positive
2. positive
3. average
4. negative
5. extremely negative
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3.

i.Hew would you rate the attitude of the supplementary teaching and service

staff?

1. extremely positive
2. positive
3. average
4. negative
5. extremely negative

'. What was the general attitude of the children toward the teaching staff?

1. extremely positive
2. positive
3. average
4. negative
5. extremely negative

1. How would you characterize discipline in these classes?

1. Sufficient control and quiet for excellent learning atmosphere

2. Sufficient control and quiet for a good learning atmosphere

3. Sufficient control and quiet for an average learning atmosphere

4. Lack of sufficient control and quiet for an average learning atmosphere

5. Too chaotic and noisy for learning.

9. What seemed to be the single most effective feature of MES in the classrooms

you visited?

0. What other effective features did you see?

.1.waMIPMMas

Li. What, if any, special classroom problems do you think are particular to HES,

or especially acute in this MES school?

If the instruction you have seen was typical of MIS schools, how would you feel

about having a child of your own enrolled in a MES school.

1. enthusiastic
2. definitely positive, but not enthusiastic
3. slightly positive
4. slightly negative
5. strongly negative
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4.

13. If these classes were typical of the quality of instruction in all NES schools,

how would, you feel about the MES program in general?

1. Retain as is
2. Slightly change
3. Strongly modify

4. Abolish

14. Please give further explanation of your above answer.

15. Assuming the pupil day in the average school costs $X, how much was the

pupil day you saw worth?

1. Less than X
2. X
3. 2X

16. Additional general comments.
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CENTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION

WEE EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS PROGRAM

To: Teachers in More Effective Schools

From: David J. Fox, Project Coordinator

Re: Evaluation of M.E.S. Program

As you know, we have been studying the More Effective Schools program since

last Fall. Many of you have expressed a desire for a chance to voice your re-

actions to and 4bservations of the M.E.S. program. This will be fulfilled in

two ways. The questionnaire below is being sent to all teachers in M.E.S, schools,

During the coming weeks we shall conduct mcre detailed interviews with many of you

(with your consent) for additional information.

In both instances all your answers and comments will be held in absolute

confidence. Only I and my research staff will ever see any of this mat3rial, and

none of it will ever be attributed to a specific individual or tied to a school,

directly or indirectly, in any wf our reports.

Thank you for your cooperation in this important phase of our study.

Name
Date

1. M F 2. Age 3. School 14. Borough

5. Position:
R;FErclassroom teacher Class Cluster teacher Grade

6. License(s): (please circle) Early Childhood Common Branchus

J.H.S.
Other

subject

7. Total years of teaching experience 8. Years at this school

If prior experience: please list the school, 'corough or city (and state if

other than New York), the number of years there, and the subject area and/or

position you held in the spaces provided below.

School
Place No. yrs. Position

School Flace No. yrs. Position

School Place No. yrs. Position

411111
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70. How do you feel about the MES Program in your school? (circle number)

1. Completely positive
2. Strongly positive but not completely

3. Slightly positive

4. Slightly negative
5. Strongly negative but not completely

6. Completely negative

11. Why?

2

12. Listed below are some special features of MES classes. Please consider the

extent and effectiveness of their use in this school by circling the number

which appropriately corresponds to the scale below:

1. Used widely and used creatively and effectively

2. Used widely but not particularly effectively

3. Some use, and used creatively and effectively

4. Some use, but not particularly effective

5. Opportunity to observe but little or no evidence of use

6. No opportunity to observe

Ratine

heterogeneous grouping 1 2 3 - 4
A

5 6

reduced class size 1 2 3 4 5 6

cluster teaching 1 2 3 4 5 6

teaching assistants 1 2 3 4 5 6

audio-visual material 1 2 3 4 5 6

audio-visual teacher 1 2 3 4 5 6

special instruction in
language-arts 1 2 3 4 5 6

special instruction in
speech 1 2 3 4 5 6

(continued on page 3)



corrective reading
instruction

science specialist

library specialist

music specialist

art specialist

other teaching specialists
in general

teaching aids (indicate)

....7.14.1.4.....0111111.1.
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1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

3. 2

1 2

3 4 5 6

3 4 5 6

3 4 5, 6

3 14 5 6

3 4 5 6

3 4 5 6

3 4 5 6

3 4 5 6

3 14 5 6

13o What do you consider the specific strengths of the Program?

14. What do you consider the specific weaknesses of the Program?

15. What recommendations would you suggest to improve the Program?

16. Additional comments.

17. Are you willing to be interviewed?

3
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HES PRINCIPAL'S INTERVIEW

As you know, we are studying the More Effective Schwas Program. Re
would like to ask you a few questions relating to the Program. Your

answers will be held in strict confidence. Only the project director
and his immediate staff will see any record of this interview. Neither

you nor your school will ever be identified In any way in our reports.

School Borough Date Interviewer
101.0111100.11.1MOIMMINO~01111111

1111111111101111111111110

principal's Name:

(Interviewer fill in) Approx. Age: M F N FR WH

1. How long have you been principal at this school?

2. What did you do before becoming principal here?

At what school?

For how lops?
NIMININIIMI1111111110.1111.111.

Where? =111r

3. How long has the NES Program been in operation at your school!

4, fihy was your school designated a NEB school?

5. Now did you feel about the Program when it began? (circle number)

1 Enthusiastic
2 Positive, but not enthusiastic
3 Slightly positive

Slightly negative
5 Strongly negative

6. Bow do you feel about the Program now? (circle number)

1 Enthusiastic
2 Positive, but not enthusiastic

Slightly, positive
Slightly negative

5 Strongly negative

Why?
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MES PRIMIPALIE /NIERVIEW 2

Wre space additions, changes, or adjustments made to accomodate

the Program? 1) Yes 2) No
earramalme umgrosom

8, If yess what? when?

9, How do you feel about the organizational pattern of MES at

your school?

5

a)Suall b)Heterog c)Homog,Grpg
CC W resin a Read;. Math

d) Supplemente
Personnel

Enthusiastic
Mar 161771
not enthusiastic
's .,40,9GEcilaujo

.. .nega we

NaaroseammavorwalarlsessAwrewerear
nmonerauwa marKimammow

ro :- nets ye

Why?

10, If other organizational pattern uteds explain.

114 What has been the reaction of staff to the Program?

112

11

a. All b. Most c. Half d. Few e. Nona

Enthusiastic
lsErjrr1r'Frb

11111111111111111111not enthusiastic
,03 Ire NOWNOMMINIMMONMINIIIMMOMMIN

? : II ire aillelliii 10111M111111111.111Mli

-#IIIITILati2112111111111111111.1iiIIIMI111111111111111111111

Why?

12. Do they discuss the Program with you? 1) Yes 2) No

13,, If yes: 1) Frequently 2) Infrequently

a) At Cwfevennes b) Staff Metings

c) Private Coaversations' d) Othere
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NES PRINCIPAL'S INTERVIEW 3

14. Are staff workshops, in-service, or other such programs conducted
at your school? 1) Us 2) No

15. If yes, what? Who conducts them?

16. How many staff members participate?

1) All 2) Most 3) Half 4) Few

17. How effective do you think they are? (circle number)

1 Extremely effective
2 Moderately effective
3 Slightly effective
4 Not effective

h F

18. How many teachers took the option to transfer out since MtS?

19. Who were these teachers (i.e. age, sex, experience)?

20. How many requested assignments to your school since MIS?

21. Who are these teachers (i.e. age, sex, experience)?

22. What do you think would be the reaction of the teachers if the
Program were withdrawn?
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NES PRiNCIPALIS INTERVIEW 4

23. what has been the reaction of the parent: tothe Program?

a. AU b. Most c. Half d. e. None
rANNiMAI=NIIMMAN 1111111111M

1) Enthusiastic
2) os ve,

not enthusiastic

5

Why?

4111101111. ..1141111VOMI NM\

24. What special programs arl activities are conducted to increase
the understanding, cooperation, and involvement of the parents?

25. What degree of puce's° do you consider has been achieved by
these efforts? (circle number)

1) Substantial 2) Moderate 3) Slight 4) None

26. Now many parents participate in school activities? (circlet number)

1) Most 2) Half 3) Pew 4) None

MY?

27. To 'Oa degree is the community involved with the school? (circle
number)

1) Substantial 2) Mod rate 3) Slight 4) None

Whyl

28. Have your contacts with parents increased since NCB?

1) Tee 2) NO
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MPS PRINCIPAL'S INTERVIEW 5

29. If yes, circle number:

1. Substantially 2. Moderately 3. Slightly

Why?

30. What do you think would be the reaction of the parents if
the Program were withdrawn?

31. Have there been changes in attitudes of pupils toward
learning and school? 1) Yes 2) No

32. If yes: Have these changes been: (circle number)

1) Substantial 2) Moderate 3) Might

33. Are pupil's Attitudes: (circle number)

1 Extremely positive
2 Positive
3 Slightly positive
4 Slightly negative
5 Negative
6 Strongly negative

Why?

34. Has there been a quantitative change in discipline problems
since the start of the Program? 1) Yes 2) No

35. It ye.: Have the problems: 1) Increased 2) Decreased

a) Substantially b) Moderately c) Slightly

Why?

36. Have there been changes in the kinds of discipline problems?

1) Yea 2) No
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NOES PRINCIPAL'S INTERVIEW 6

37. If yes: Exp4ain

36. Have there been changes in curriculum as a result of the Program?

1) Yes 2) No

39. If yes: Have these changes been: (circle number)

1. Substantial 2. Moderate 3. Slight

Specify:

110. Have there been changes in methods of instruction?

1) Yes 2) No
111111.1101111 INAMMON/Naieb

41. If ye:: Have these changes been: (circle number)

1) Substantial 2) Moderate 3) Slight

Specify:

42. How adequate have the provisions been of special materials
and equipment for your use in the Program? (circle number)

1 More than adequate
2 Adequate
3 Less than adequate
4 Nonexistent

43. How effective do you consider these special materials and

equipment? (Consider availability, frequency of us., quality,

appropriateness, etc.) (circle number)

1 Very effective
2 Moderately effective
3 Slightly effective.
4 Ineffective

why?
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!4ES PRINCIPAL'S INTERVIEW 7

44. Have there been changes in levels of achievement in
Language Arts? 1) Yes 2) Ho

45. If yes: are they, 1) Higher 2) Lower

a) Substiantially c) Moderately c) Slightly

Why?

46, Have there been changes in levels of achievement in
Mathematics? 1) Yes 2) No

47. If yes: are they, 1) Higher 2) Lower

a) Substantially b) Moderately c) Slightly

Why?

48, In other academic areas (i.e., Social studies, Science, etc.)

1) Yes 2) No

49. If yes: are they, 1) Higher 2) Lower

a) Substantially b) Moderately c) Slightly

Why?

50. Invother areas (i.e., Music, Art, Speech, etc.)

1) Yes 2) NO

51. If yes: are they, 1) Higher 2) Lower

a) Substantifily b) Moderately c) Slightly

Why?

52. What provisions are made for children of high ability?
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MES PRINCIPALS INTERVIEW 8

53. Do you have after.school activities included in the MES keogram?

1) Yes .,.._ No
VIAMICIIM sAICAIILMININSO

54, If yes, what? (who participates, who staffs, what activities,

hours, etc.)

55 How many children are bussed in uni? the Peverse Open Enrollment

Program?

56

Which grades?

From where?
111111111111110M111111.4.1111111111111=104111111t

How has the Program affected your job in particular?

57. Are there things you can do in your job in the MES school which

you cold not do in a non-MES school?

1; Yes

58. If yes: what?

2) No

59. Are there things you can not do in your job in the NES school

which you could do in a tra:MES school?

1) Yea 2) No

If yes, what?

61. To what extent do you believe you have been able to implement
the NES concept in this school? (circle number)

1) completely 2) considerably, but not completely

3) about halfway 4) less than halfway 5) not at all
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NES PRINCIPAL'S INTERVIEW 10

62. If less than complete, ask: What has hindered complete
implementation?

63. What do you consider the most valuable aspects of the M
Program that you've implemented?

64. What have been your or disappointments in those expects
of the Program you've implemented?

65. What recommendations would you suggest to improve the Program?

66. Do you think the NES Program should be: (circle number)

1 Continued as is
2 Continued with modifications
3 Expanded
4 Expanded with modifications
5 Abolished
6 Undecided

Why?

67. Do you wish to make any additional comments or mention same
aspects we may have neglected?
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NES PRINCIPWS INTERVIEW

6E. Are there features of the HES program which you think could be

practically implemented on a city wide basis?

If not, why not?

If yes, which? How? As now in MES or revised?

11.
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MES STAFF INTERVIEW

As you know, we are studying the More Effective Schools Program. We would
like to ask you a few questions relating to the Program. Your answers will
be held in strict confidence. Only the project director and his immediate
staff will see any record of this interview. Neither you nor your school
will ever be identified in any way in our reports.

School Borough Date

NAME:

(Interviewer fill in): M F Approx.age

Regular Classroom Teacher

Cluster Teacher

Interviewer 41.1101

Grade

Class

N PB WH

Specialist (Specify)

Years of Experience. Years at this school

If Prior Experience: At What School

For How Long In what subject area

Undergraduate Education: Where

Major Minor

Graduate Education: Where

Major Minor

No. of Credits

1. Would you briefly describe your responsibilities?

m
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MES STAFF INTERVIEW

2. (If at school before MES) Why did you choose to remain?

3. (If came after MES) Did you request appointment here?

a) Yes b) No

4. If yes, why?

'5. How do you feel about the Program now? (circle number)

1. Enthusiastic
2. Positive, but not enthusiastic

3. Slightly positive
4. Slightly negative
5. Strongly negative

WHY?

6. How do you feel about the organizational pattern of MES

AT your school?

I)

2)

3)

4)

5)

WHY?

2

Enthusiastic
Positive, but
not enthusiastic

a. Small 'b.

Classes

Heterog.
Grpg.

c. Homog.Grpg.
Readg.Hath

d.Supplem
tary
Personn

Slightly positive

II negative

Strongly "
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MES STAFF INTERVIEW

7. Nov do you think she other staff members feel about the Program?

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

WHY?

U 4.

3

tary.a.owaLr.

Enthusiastic

Classes
u.inet.csv6.

Grpg.
u.Llymus.vapa.

Readg. Math
u.ouppLemen

Personnel

Positive, but
not enthusiastic

r

Slightly positive
-----

, negative

Strongly II

Don't know ,

8. Have there been changes in curriculum as a result of the Program?

1) Yes 2) No 3) Don't know

9. If yes, have these changes been: (circle (lumber)

1. Substantial 2. Moderate 3. Slight

Specify:

10. Have there been changes in (your) methods of instruction?

1) Yes 2) No

11. If yes, have these changes been: (circle number)

1. Substantial 2. Moderate 3. Slight

Specify:
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MES STAFF ITTTERVIEU 4

12. Have provisions of special materials and equipment for your use in

the program been: (circle number)

1) More than adequate
2) Adequate
3) Less than adequate
4) Non-existent

13. How effective do yit: consider these special materials and equipment?

(Consider availability, frequency of use, quality, appropriateness

etc.) (circle number)

1) Very effective
2) Moderately effective

3) Slightly effective
4) Ineffective

WHY?

14. Uhich of the orientation, workshop, in-service or other such programs

have you found most helpful? Specify and explain.

(Interviewer) 1) If none available, check

2) If available, but does not participate, Check

15. How do you think the parents feel About the Program?

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

WHY?

Enthusiastic

a. All D. Most c. Halt d. Few e. mone

Positive, but
not enthusiastic
Slightly positive

14 negative

Strongly n

Don't know
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MES'STAFF INTERVIEW 5

16. Have your contacts with parents increased since the start of the
Program? 1) Yes 2) No

17. If yes: (circle number)

1. Substantially 2. Moderately 3. Slightly

WHY?

18. Have there been changes in attitudes of pupils toward learning and
school? 1) Yes 2) No 3) Don't know

19. If yes: Have these changes been: (circle number)

1. Substantial 2. Moderate 3. Slight

20. Are pupils' attitudes: (circle number)

1) Extremely Positive
2) Positive
3) Slightly positive
4) " negative
5) Negative

WHY?

21. Has there been a quantitative change in discipline problems?

1) Yes 2) No 3) Don't know

22. If yes: Have the problems: 1) Increased 2) Decreased

a. Substantially b. ,Moderately b. Slightly

WHY?

23. Have there been changes in the kinds of discipline problems?

1) Yes 2) No 3) Don't know
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IVES STAFF INTERVIEW 6

24. If yes, explain

25. Have there been changes in levels of achievement in Lattal Arts?

1) Yes 2) No 3) Don't know

26. If yes, are they: 1) Higher 2) Lower

a. Substantially b. Moderately c. Slightly

27. Have there been changes in levels of achievement in Mathematics?

1) Yes 2) No 3) Don't know

28. If yes, are they: 1) Higher 2) Lower

a. Substantially b. Moderately c. Slightly

WHY?

29. In Other Academic Areas, (i.e., Social Studies, Science)

1) Yes 2) No 3) Don't know

30. If yes, are they. 1) Higher 2) Lower

a. Substantially b. Moderately c. Slightly

WHY?
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NES STAFF INTERVIEW

31. In Other Areas (i.e., Music, Art, Speech, Etc.)

1) Yes 2) No 3) Don't know

a. Substantially b. Moderately c. Slightly

WHY?

32. How has the Program affected your job in particular?

33. Are there things you can do in your job in the MES school which you
could not do in a non-MES school? 1) Yes 2) No

34. If yes, what?

35. Are there things you can not do in your job in the MES school which
you could do in a non-MES school? 1) Yes 2) No

36. If yes, what?

37. To what extent do you believe you have been able to implement the MES
concept in this school? (circle number)

1) Completely
2) Considerably, but not completely
3) About halfway
4) Less than halfway

38. If less than complete, ask: What, has hindered complete implementation?
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MES STAFF INTERVIM 8

39. What do you consider the most valuable aspects of the MES Program

that you have implemented?

40. What have been your major disappointments in those aspects of the

Program?

41. Uhat recommendations would you suggest to improve the Program?

42. Do you think the Program should be: (circle number)

1) Continued as is
2) Continued with modifications
3) Expanded It

4) Expanded as is
5) Abolished
6) Undecided

WHY?

43. Do you wish to add some comments or stress some points relating to

your particular area?
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LIES STAFF INTERVIEW 9

44. Additional general comments?

45. Are there features of the MES program which you think could be
practically implemented on a city wide basis?

If not, why not?

If yea, which? How? As now in HES or revised?

lor
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Name Class School

MY CLASS

We would like to find out hoc you feel about your class. Here are 20 sentences

about a class. I am going to read each sentence to you. You are to ask your-

self, "Does this sentence tell about my class?" Then mark the answer you like

best. Do it like this:

A. I go to school (Yes) No

B. We go to school o. Saturday Yes No

I'm not sure

I'm not sure

arm.
1. It is hard to make real friends in this class Yes No

.11
I'm not sure

2. Nearly everyone in this class wants to work hard Yes No I'm not sure

3. The children in this class are happy and pleased

when you do something for them Yes No I'm not sure

4. Many children in this class are not fair Yes No I'm not sure

5. We need a better classroom to do our best work Yes No I'm not sure

6. Nearly everyone minds his or her own business Yes No I'm not sure

7. You can really have a good time in this class Yes No I'm not sure

8. This would be a good class if it weren't for one

or two children
Yes No I'm not sure

9. Everyone tries to keep the classroom looking nice Yes No I'm not sure

10. We don't have a lot of the things we need to do

our best work
No I'm not sure

11. The childrer, in this class are pretty mean Yes No I'm dot sure

12. A lot of children in this class don't like to do

13.

things together,

Everyone gets a chance to show what he or she can

Yes No I'm not sure

do
Yes No I'm not sure

14. Nearly everyone in this class is polite Yes No I'm not sure

15. I don't feel as if I belong in this class Yes No I'm not sure

16. Most of the children in this class do not want

to try anything new
Yea No I'm not sure

17. Nearly everyone in this class can do a good job

if he or she tries Yes No I'm not sure

18. A lot of the children look down on others in the

class
Yes No I'm not sure

19. You can trust almost everyone in this class Yes No I'm not sure

20. We do a lot of interesting things in this class Yes No I'm not sure
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Ed. Prac. Div.-Title I Evaluatio.:

Class School

MY SCHOOL

We would like you to find out how you feel about your school. Here are some
things that some boys and girls say about their school. Are these things true
about your school? If they are very true for your school, circle the big "YES!"
If they are pretty much true, but not so very true, circle the little "yes." If
they
are

are mostly not true, but are a little true, circle the little "no." If they
not at all true, circle the big "NO!"

1. The teachers in this school want to help you. YES! 'yes no NO

2. The teachers in this school expect you to work too hard. YES! yes no NO

3. The teachers in this school are really interested in you.YES! yes no NO!

4. The teachers in this school know how to explain things,
clearly.

YES! yes no NO

S. The teachers in this school are fair and square. YES! yes no NO!

6. The boys and girls in this school fight too much. YES! yes no NO!

7. This school has good lunches in the cafeteria. YES! yes no NO

8. This school building is a pleasant place. YES! yes no NO!

9. The principal in this school is friendly. YES! yes no NO!

10. The work at this school is too hard. YES! yes no NO

11. What I am learning will be useful to me. YES! yes no KO!

12. The trip to and from school is too long. YES! yes no NO!

13. I wish I didn't have to go to school at all. YES! yes no NO!

14. This is the best school I know. YES! yes no NO!

15. The work at this school is too easy. YES! yes no NO

16. I work hard in school but don't seem tc get anywhere. YES! yes no NO!

17. I've learned more this year than any earlier year. YES! yes no NO
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CrNTFR FOR URBAN EDUCAV,ON

NORF. EFFFCTIVT SCHOOLS PROGRAM

Borough Date of Visit

Based on your first visit to please indicate in the space below

your subjective, overall impression of the following:

The School

The Teachers

Quality of Instruction

The Children

Supplementary Services
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Staff:
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Aeeociate Professor
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School of Education
College of City of New York
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School of Education
College of City of New York
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Lecturer
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Instructor
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Columbia, University
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Lecturer
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College of City of New York

Miss Sophie L. Elam
Assistant Professor
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School of Education
College of City of New York

Mr. Richard M. Garten
Headmaster, Trinity School

Mr. Mitchell Gratwick
Headmaster, Horace Mann School

Dr. William M, Greenstadt
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Psychology
Department of School Services
College of City of New York

Dr. Ruth H. Grossman
Assistant Professor of Education
College of City of New York

Dr. George Hammer
Asst. Professor
School of Education
College of City of New York

Mr. Frederick Hill. J22.
Doctoral Candidate
Ferkauf Graduate School of Education
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Dr. Shaun Kelly, Jr.
Associate Professor
Ferkauf Graduate School of

Humanities and Social Sciences

Dr. Lisa Kuhmerker
Asst. Professor
Department of Education

Hunter College

Dr. Lorin McMackin
Associate Professor and

Department Chairman
College of Education
University of Bridgeport

Dr. Samuel J. Meer
Department of School Services

School of Education
College of City of New York

;kiss Jean Fair Mitchell

Head - The Brearley School

Joan Platoff
Lecturer
School of Education
College of City of New York

Mrs. Joan Raim
Lecturer
Department of Education
College of City

Dr. Gerhardt E. Rast
Director of Research and
Curriculum
University of Bridgeport

Dr. Julius Rosen
Asst. Professor
School of Education
College of City of New York

Dr. Sol Schwartz
Assistant Professor of Education

College of City of New York

Mrs. Peggy M. Schwarz
Instructor, Elementary Education
College of City of New York

Dr. Cecily C. Selby,
Principal,
Independent Girls Day School

Dr. James J. Shields, Jr

Assistant Professor
Department of Social and
Psychological Foundations
College of City of New York

Dry Marvin Siegelman
Associate Professor
Social & Psychological Foundations

School of Education
College of City of New York

Dr. Madelon D. Stent
Assistant Professor of Education

Department of Elementary Education

College of City of New York

Mr. James W. Stern
Headmaster
Columbia Grammar School

Victoria Wagner
Director
Ethical Culture Schools

Mrs. Emmeline Weinberg
Lecturer
School of Education
College of City of New York

Dr Theresa A. Woodruff
Associate Professor
Department of Elementary Education

School of Education
College of City of New York


